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NOTICE TO THE READER. 


It has seemed desirable for practical purposes that the 
two Parts of the ‘ Principles of Morals,' originally issued 
separately and at some interval of time from each other, 
should be combined in one Volume. / have taken the 
opportunity of issuing with them a list of ‘Additions and 
Corrections ' to each Part, which will, to some extent, serve 
the purpose of new editions, and also an Index to the First 
Part corresponding with that already issued with the 
Second Part. 

Though originally issued at different times, the two 
Parts form one continuous Book. 

The reasons for the order in which the names of the 
authors are arranged on the title-page to the entire volume 
will be apparent from the Preface. 

T. F. 


C C. C. 

March i, 1894. 




ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS. 

PART I. 

Page r, line 14- For ^ differences* rtad ^ circumstances* 

P. 5, 1 . aa. Note to ‘ moral conduct* i ‘ These ten divisions form the subjects 
of Part 11 of this work. 

P. n, 11 . 3, 4. For ‘the several elements which compose the mind* suhtitute 
* these several powers of the mind * 

P. IS, 1 , 4, Erase the words * metaphysical and * 

,, 1 . 5. For ‘ a purely fanciful * read ‘ an unverifiablc * 

„ n. 3 , 1 a. After ‘ chapter* insert ;Pl. 11 . eh. 10) 

P. 16,1.8. />r*was* rr^jrfMs’ 

l\ 19, 1 . 14. After ‘ almoH ' instrt ^ altogether ’ 

P. 20, 1 . 5, I'o ‘Moral Ideals’ affetid note : * Pt. II. eh. 8. 

„ 1 . 36* To * recur’ append note: ^ See Pt. II. eh. 10. 

P. 34, 1 . n. For ‘ writer ’ nad ' English moralibt ’ 

„ 1 . 14. After ‘science ’ insert ‘ at least in this country ’ 

,, 11 . 14, 15. For ‘ amongst modem ’ substitute ‘ of our ’ 

„ 1 . n. To 'English’ {see above) append note: ^ Of modem moralists 

generally, Grotius may be said to have been the first to have broken 
definitely with Scholasticism and to have supplieil an independent basis 
for ethical s|>eculali<m. His Dc Jure Helli ct Pacis was first published in 
1635. 

P. 33, 1 . 15. Tc^ subject ’ append note : See Pt. II. eh. 9. 

P* 33 » tt* last line. Add (Ft. 11 . eh. 2) 

P. 3O, 1 . 3. To ‘ M0r.1l Theory’ append note : It should, however, be noticed 
that Cumberland strongly insists on the lendcncy to promote the general 
good as the criterion of morality. 

P. 48, 1 . 18. To ‘ work * append note : • See specially Pt. II. eh. 5. 

P. 50, 1 . 18. To ' Benthom * append note : In his later years Bentham corrected 
this formula, and proposed to omit the words ‘ for the greatest number 
as misleading. Sec Burton’s Introduction to Bcnlham’s Collected W urks, 
vol. i. pp. 17, 18, and Bcnlham’s Deontology, vol. i. pp. 328^33^ 

P. 55, 1 . 26. To 'judgments' append state: ' The word ‘absolute’ is 
ambiguous. For the sense in which the statement in the Text is true, 
and the sense in which it is not true, see Pi. II. eh, 5, pp. 305-6. 

P. 68, 1 . 5. 7 o • hereafter ’ appetsd note : * Sec Pt. II, especially chs. 5 and 6. 

,, 1 . 31 . To^ maintain' append state : * See Pt. II. chs. 5, 6, 7. 
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Ii\ 71, 72, fwtf. In reading this note, it must be borne in mind that, when the 
sheets of this Tart were struck off in 1875, tlie larger editions of Prof. 
Abbott’s Selections from Kant had not yet appeared. Other%visc, 1 should 
have f]uotcd fr«-m them rather than from Prof. Calderwood’s edition of 
Scm|>lc’s Translation. 

P. 81, I. 20. To ^ \so\V.* nppeud note : ^ Sec Pt, II, passim. 

P. 82, 1 . r. Aft<r ‘ necessity ’ iuur( (Pt. II. eh. y) 

P. 8S, 1 . y. I'or *■ that * nad * to that ’ 

P. yo, 11 , 19, 20. Jor * and thcopathy ’ read ‘ or thcopathy * 

P. yH, 1 . 5. A//('r * chapter ’ iftscr/ (PU II. eh. 9) 

1 . lie, 1 . irt. 7 o ‘morals’ append note: On the comparative value to be 
aitachwl to Motives and Consccpiences by llie Moralist or Jurist, some 


remarks, which may be worthy of the readers attention, will be found in 
Pt. II. eh. 5. pp. 194-19K. 

r. iu,1.2.v To" 6 Y>Qy\wx' af'f-atJ note: The sheets of Part I were struck off 

in i8;?i. Ilnff we l>ccn writing at the present time, we should certainly 
not have spoken of the speculations of Mr. Mill or Mr. Herbert Spencer 
as 'not having yet acquired historical importance’ 

P. 119,11. 10. II. /-tfr' incidental to the subject’ iubsUlutc ‘ subsidiary to the 
general study of human nature,’ and cras< ' of study ’ 

„ 1 . 27. For ‘in the chapter on the Moral Feeling’ suhslUuU 'in 

subsequent chapters (Pt. II. chs. 5, 6) ’ 

P. t2i, 1 . 4. After ‘occasion ’ insert (Pt. II. eh. 6) 

!’• To xoord'\{K%\.eiri' append note: ‘ On the subject of this paragraph 

generally, sec my ‘ Progressive Morality ’ (Macmillan and Co.), eh. 4. 
t. 127.1-7. 7 <» ‘ reflective ’ « See note on p. 123. 


PART ir. 


r. I. 1. Fer ■ w. sh,ir W ■ Havinc, then, clarified „ha, may be called 
the raw material of morality under the heads of the Self-Regarding the 

X»cd ,t'' r'''i..p. wc iall 

U !• 10 * Enut (he uords ‘ more especiAlly * 

,1 1 . 1 2* Erase the 7 vord ‘ namely ’ 

1. 19- ‘ higher ’ read ‘ various’ 

I ladUpcnsablc 

” “be”’ a’T ' "" " P""!'"'!'! ebaracter • r.arf < „ha, 

been styled the prudential virtues ’ ^ “ 

' it'seerd ' '"tr °f IhUcbaplcr 
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IX 


p. 3^ 11 . j-j. Erase the ivards from ‘ admirable ’ (0 ‘ cITecU ’ 

„ 11 . 2J-34. Erase (he uordf from ‘ lientham swgQc^is * to ‘sect, i;, note * 

„ 1 . 37. Erase (he rvords ‘ it will be seen' 

„ 1 . 4I. Add at estJ ‘Sec Principles, &c.' ch. 11, sect. 17, note, 
r. 4, 1. 9. BeCu'cen ‘ such ’ arid* Unn ' iftser( ‘ neutral ' 

,, 11 . 21, 22. Erase (he ^vords ‘ in one \sord, sympathise with him* 

1 *. 5, 11 . 19, 20. Eor ‘ which is * read ‘ which must, of course, be * 

,, 1. 27. /'or * only one* read ‘ only interest ' 
r, 6, U. 1 1 -1 4. /or (he XL'ords from ‘The obvious ’ to ‘ therefrom ' substiitue 
‘The obvious necessity and prime importance of the self* regarding 
feelings, together with the beneficial cffccls which plainly rc'^ult from 
their due regulation in the conduct of life * 

P. 10, 1 . for (he words ‘undue pressure, aud * substitute ‘to escape from 
undue pressure and * 

P, ir, 11 . 31, 32. Erase ‘to witness’ aud after the word ‘is’ tusert ‘an 
undoubted and ’ 

l\ 17, 1 . 13. After the word ‘well/ iusert ‘ of successfully aflnpling means to 
ends ’ 

P. 25, 1 . 4. After ‘ that ' insert a comma 

P. 26, 1 . 16. /nsert after ‘classes* (he words ‘The excessive stimulus given to 
this tendency, at the present time, in our Universities and Public Schools 
seems likely to largely impair that seriousness of purpose ami keenness of 
intellectual interest which it ought to be the main object of all true 
education to create and foster* 

„ 1 . 24. After ^ meddlesomeness * istsert [voXv^posytioaxfVff) 

P» 30, II. 18, 19. For ‘ engaging and attractive* substitute ‘amongst the most 
engaging and tender of human qualities ' 

!*• 34 » 11 • S'S* /'^ words from ‘ recently ^ to ‘life * substitute ‘ an obviously 
and distinctly ethical bearing * 

P* 35i 1' 7* ‘ simply ’ read ‘ directly * 

P. 37, 11 . 10, 11. Erase the words ‘as is so completely demonstrated by 
Mr. Mill/ and transfer ^ from ‘ Mill * to • wages’ on 1 . 12. 

In note 1, insert ‘Mill’s’ before ‘Political PIconomy/ and add' Believing 
Mill's position and arguments to be substantially correct, I assume the 
general truth of the statement in the text ; this not being the pLicc to 
discuss the adverse criticisms which have been recently directed against it* 
P. 38, 1 . 25. Apfend ^ (0 the ‘social/ and at bottom of page add the note: 
* I have spoken of this subject from the social point of view in my 
‘Progressive Morality/ pp. 176-179. 

P. 40, 1 . I. After the word * well-being * insert : ‘ One result, probably, of this 
increased ethical and intellectual enlightenment would be the more frequent 
resort, in trade disputes, to arbitration instead of to those violent measures, 
like lockouts and strikes, which arc usually attended with such loss to 
the capitalist and such suffering to the workmen and their families.* 

P. 43^ For ‘ vanity ’ reed ‘ vanity ’ 

P. 59 , 1 . 31. Add the words: ‘Some system of national insurance, it may be 
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hopc^l, to which the workman himself may contribute his share, will 
ultimately take the place of these humilialinj; and demoralising forms of 
relief/ 

r. 6;, I. Insfri ‘ so * hdwcu * and * aud * to * 

P. 6?^, 1. 1 i, htsert ‘ solely ' belxuan * virtues ’ and ‘ with ’ 

V. 69, I. 19. On/i/ 'and ' 


1 \ 

]\ 


M !• 20. Af(cr ‘ origin * insert ^ and to discriminate the various stages in 
a coin|>lete act of sympathy,* 

i» J. 25, Ajifr '2nd insert ‘the discrimination of the various stages in 
a complete act of sympathy * ; aud before Mhc * ifiscrt ‘ yd,' 

M 1. a;, /or • ^rd ’ substitute * 4th/ 

7fj. 1 . 19. Ae/ore 'Sympathy ' ptefix ' II.* 

7;, 1 . 2. For ‘ second * substitute ' lhir<l ^ 


P. 79 ' /‘e; ‘ superfluous * substitute * comparatively rare ^ 

P, So, 1 . 12. Fefore ' It W prefix * III/ 

P. 91, 11 . iS, 19. For ' in * rceui ' on ' 

I’. 92, I. 29. 7 tf ‘liumaa apfntd the follffwing uott : • The late Professor 
H. J, S. Smith, writing to his mother from Kiigby as a boy, and com- 
plaining bitterly of some ill-conditioned school-fellow, says ‘ But, after all 
he is some mother’s bairn.’ ’ 

P. 9S, last line. J-o>- ■ III’ stihsliluU ' IV.’ 

P. 96, note 2. Erast from ‘ This passage ’ to ‘ conduct of life.’ 

1‘. 1 20, 1. 20. Etfore ‘ power ’ instri • wealth or ’ 
p. M 7 . )• iS. ]'or ■ breach ’ read • obser\alion ’ 


P. I 70, 1 . 23. Between ‘ or ’ and ‘ to ’ insert • if we were ’ 

^ A L'* , sanction’ pr. Martincau 

A Study of Kchgion Bk. IV.ch. 3) says : • It isclnss-opinion alone that 
holds the seat of effective judgment over men; and, like any other 
promional government, it may get itself together ont of all kinds of 
. ccidental material, righteous or unrighteous ; with the possible result of 

p , .. , / of miquity or a ministry of perfect justice.’ 

* • I ^ , 1 . X, Ofuxt ‘ all 


r .’s, I- of P’ee- ■ n.orc • ,W/ • pressing .,„d • 

' of I comma „d,t ‘and the natnre 

of the ultimate feeling in which it issues ’ 

o I. >9. /wc»7 comma o/J'er ‘finally’ 

P- > 90. 1 . 9 - ‘ general ’ before ‘ social ’ 

P \ls 1 ' t of our^lves’ 

■ t a 'this 

lin e ,-c t with nry general 

Henominare i. Bat Vl' 

richl? IkcniK^v h . ^PPro\e of «, or denominate it 

^iurcly, here the idea of^M T the greater good. 

lo it as an ulterior idea, not vicc^crlT 1 Ld 

, oi Mcc \crsa. 1 add this note, on account of 
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M 


certain strictures on my conception of the idea of Right by Professor 
Sidgwick, contained in Mind, Xo. LVI. 

P. 196, 1 . 2Ss Erau comma a/Ur * rationalist) / rrrn/ * not ' nftcr ‘ or ’ 

V, 203, 1 . 5 from bottom. Eraa ‘of* 

V. 20f , 1 . 8. E^r ‘ these terms * * thi-* j)riDciplc ’ 

P. 308, 1 . 25. Eor ‘ which * ‘ while these' 

P. 216, 1 . 13. /'or * of* />f/orf ‘ life' recu/ * in ^ 

P. 219. /f/ €n// of note 2 add : For the jmamount importance ascribed to 

Veracity by the Hindoos, see particularly Sacred Rooks of the Lasl» \ ol 
xxxiii, pp. 93-95. 

P. 220, 1 . 2. For ‘represents* read ‘represent* 

,, 1 . 27. To the word ‘truth’ append the following note: *C'p. a very 

interesting passage from Rodin’s Repoblic^ IV. 7. KnoUcs Translation. 
<|uoted in Reynolds’ Kd. of Bacon's Essays, p. 7, note. 

P. 2 24, 1 . 25. For ‘ all ’ read ‘ many " 

P. 225. 1 . 18. After the word ' criticised ’ insert * in the First Part of this work,' 
P. 230, 1 - 5. For ‘ suppose’ read ‘ picture to ourselves,’ 

P. 24 1 . 1 . 7. For * caltc<l ’ read * those %vhom we now call Moralists or ’ 

M 1. 25. /'or ' sentiments ’ read ‘ opinions’ 

P. 2^4, 1 . 3 from bottom of page. Omit • very',* and for * and this l.isk it would 
be * substitute ' a task which, as the history of ethics shews, i> ’ 

P. 248, I. 20. For ‘ felicity ’ read ‘ lucidity* 

„ II. 21, 22. For ‘incorporate th.nt portion of his work’ substitute 
* fcproflucc his exposition of this important maxim, without any attempt 
at abri<lgment * : 

P. 250, note, 1 . 3. For • great ’ read * the utmost ’ 

„ note, 11 . 5-7. For the words * Nor * to • imagine ’ substitute ‘ The motive 
of benevolence cannot be said, in any proper sense of the term, to “ act 
as a branch of the physical sanction.” Like self-regard or resentment, 
when approved of on reflexion, it acts as a branch of the moral sanction, 
properly so called. For an enumeration of the various sanctions of con* 
duct, sec my /Progressive Morality, eh. i.* 

P. 259, 1 . 10. For ‘ her* reeid^ its ’ 

M 11 . 31, 34. Erase comma after 'Xo, and istseri one after ‘ view ’ 

P. 263, 1 . 30. /iefore ‘development ’ insert ‘sati>faction or' 

P. 272, note, 1 . I. For* the last, i. c. 3rd edition/ substitute * the 3rd or some 
subsequent edition ' ; 

F. 2Ji, 11. 6, 7. /irase 1. 6, and add to 1. 7 ‘ by their indispensable jwsition in 
any theory of Morals adequate to account for all the facts and springs of 
human conduct.* 

P. 283, II. 33, 34. For * gratificalion ’ read ‘ satisfaction,’ and after ‘desires' 
add ‘ and aspirations ’ 

P. 289, 11 . 1 , 3. /nsert ‘ Thus * before ‘ To,’ assd ‘ as being ’ before ‘ more * 

P* 293, 11 . 20, 21. Insert * often * before * assume/ and ‘ strictly and inv.iriab]y 
before ^capable ' 

P. 300, 11 . 12-16. For * legitimate ’ read • highest.* I'or * practice ’ read ‘ con* 
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duel/ I'or ‘ supreme * * transccn<Icnl/ For ‘ work ’ rtad * element 

ftlike in ethical teaching and practice * 

I'- 306, 1 . ^ 3 - For ‘ is of no s< mce ’ read ‘ makes no difference ’ 

I*. 1 . 7. Insert • wholly ’ before ‘ free ’ 

!’• 1 . 29, I'or (third) read (fourth) 

I’. 339. list line. For ■ We must conclude, then ’ substitute ' I hold, therefore,' 

J’- .U®. !• b- tor the u-ords ‘ in the case of actions in which ' substitute 
’ when ’ 

.. 1.9. ///rrr ‘ conceive ’ supposing that there is no obstacle to 

my doing it except absence of adcrjn.ate motive — 

1.20. Insert ' present' before ‘ coni\tici ' 

I, 1 . 2 1. After ‘ inevitable ' insert : ‘ And from neither point of view is it 
pr.nctically important, for the general regulation of conduct, to decide 
the metaphysical question at issue in the Free-Will Controversy’ 

„ 1 2 3— p. 331, I. 5. Frase these lines, and to the uord ‘Controversy’ 

append this foot-note : As Professor -Sidgwick (Mijid. No. LVI, p. 475) 
distinctly repudiates having made any attempt at a theoretical solution 
of the difficulties involved in the Free-Will Controversy, I wish the 
pass.age erased to be regarded! as omitted. Hut I will ask the reader to 
compare with the quotation from Prof. Sidgwick what I have called the 
‘Opposing Arguments ’enumerated on pp. 3i5-3«7 of this work. 

• 33 *. I- 3 - Ptfare ‘ developing ' utsert ‘ strengthening and ’ 

»► 1- » 3 - Par ' psss ’ read ' pass ’ 

!’• 3.33. 1 - 9 - Par’grcm ’ ‘ serious ’ 

I’- 335 . 1 - 16. Insert • very * before ‘ dispositions ’ 

I’- 338. 1 - 6. For ‘ ^vould prevent ’ read ■ might prevent ’ 

. . note 1,1.8. For • the next ’ reeul ' Cicero's next ’ 

■ ''"'Cm,'' the Dd.ic 

347 . 1 - *5. ‘ pure ’ ‘ theocracies ’ 

• The follower of Christ, on the other 
f/i "“""“O' to a progressive morality. The 

and rubUc spirit' ""hV" '^"courages the exercise of kindliness 

cates “ “cul- 

" ‘exclusively* before ‘on them- 

wives , and for thought substitute • tended to think ’ 

.. 1 . 1 6. Before • pictured ’ insert « frequently ' 

P ^ ' "■'’™ '™ 'P'»l ’ .« ■ " ill of Cod ■ 

■ -"—A,.... f.o,:^,.. i„. 
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The two parts of the work combined in this 
Volume were issued respectively in the years iS86 
and 1887. 

The sheets contained in Part I were struck off 
m 1S75, but the printing of the rest of the work 
was suddenly suspended in consec]uence of tlic 
declining health of my colleague. A natural re- 
luctance to recur to our labours immediately after 
his death in 1881, together with the pressure of 
many engagements, prevented me, for some years, 
from recurring to our design. But, pending the 
question of completing the work, I thought that, 
meanwhile, the publication of the sheets already 
printed might be of some service to students as 
affording an introduction to Moral Philosophy and 
containing a brief sketch of the leading English 
Moralists. There was the additional reason for 
publishing these chapters in a separate form that 
they alone had received Professor Wilson’s final 
hnprimatur. And, lastly, as 1 said in the Preface 
to the First Part : 
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“ Many of Professor Wilson’s old pupils will pro- 
bably be glad to be reminded of the teaching from 
which, in former years, they derived so much stimu- 
lus and which they followed with so keen an interest. 
No University Professor during my own Under- 
graduate career (1850-1854), unless it was the late 
Professor H. H. Vaughan, exercised so powerful an 
influence in Oxford, and certainly none devoted 
himself with such untiring energy to the work of 
his chair. The present volume is, of course, only 
a fragment, but, if I mistake not, many passages 
in the chapter on the Method of Morals, in the 
account of Bentham, and in that portion of the first 
chapter which deals with the relation of Morals to 
the other sciences, will irresistibly recall the emphatic 
manner and lucid exposition which, at a time when 
several Professorships were only titular, attracted 

such numbers of eager and attentive auditors to 
the Corpus Hall.” 

I may here state that the authorship of Part I 

was about equally distributed. Professor Wilson’s 

share in it is mainly represented by Chapter i, pp. 

6-14, Chapter 3, and, in the historical portion, about 

half the notice of Hobbes, and the greater part 

of the notices of Clarke. Kant. Hartley, and 
Bentham. 

Finding that the First Part was favourably re- 
ce.ved. and being fortunate enough to secure an 
almost uninterrupted period of leisure durin<r the 



prefa ce. 


XV 


Long Vacation of i8S6, I (.letcrniincd to take the 
opportunity of bringing together the scattered por- 
tions of the remainder of the work, filling up the 
gaps, and connecting the various subjects. Some 
of the chapters had already been redacted by me in 
a complete form, these being almost wholly my own 
composition, while others, in which my Colleague 
had intended to take a principal share, were in a 
fragmentary condition, some portions having been 
written, or often only sketched, by him, others, at 
his suggestion, by myself. With a few exceptions 
(which occur mainly in Chapters i, 6, 9, 10), 
Professor Wilson’s contributions were tentative and 
suggestive, rather than definite or elaborated, and, 
consequently, it was often difiicult, though I always 
made the effort, to work them into the body of 
a Chapter. In the Advertisement printed at the 
back of the Title Page to Part II, I have endea- 
voured to give a detailed account of those portions 
of the work in which I have been indebted mainly 
or partially to my colleague’s contributions. 

The detached and fragmentary character of the 
passages there enumerated is due to the circum- 
stance that Professor Wilson’s habits, especially 
after his health began to decline, were averse to 
continuous composition, and that, while I w'as 
engaged in writing the chapters, he, from time to 
time, sent me short paragraphs for insertion, or com- 
municated to me orally points w’hich he thought 
worthy of mention or consideration. 
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As. under these circumstances, both the labour 
and the responsibilit>' were so preponderantly mine, 
it seemed to the Delegates of the Clarendon Press 
better that my name only should appear on the 
Title Patre of the Second Part. 

So much for the composition and authorship of 
the book. The remaining remarks apply only to 
the Second Part, for which I have made myself 
solely responsible, and they are extracted from the 
Preface published along with that Part in 1887: 

‘ It may excite some surprise that I have made so 
few allusions to the numerous, and, in some cases, 
valuable, works on Ethics which have appeared in 
England during the last few years. It is not that I 
am blind to their merits, or that I have not derived 
advantage from them in the way of either confirming, 
modifying, or correcting my own opinions ; but the 
result of my experience is that the constant reference 
to other authors is a source of considerable difficulty 
and embarrassment to the reader. Many writers do 
not seem sufficiently to discriminate between the 
functions of an author and a reviewer ; and this is 
especially the case in philosophical works, where the 
large proportion of contested matter offers a con- 
stant temptation to an author to digress into a 
discussion of other theories, either as coincidinti* 
with or conflicting with his own. To so great an 
extent is this the case that I often find persons who 
have great difficulty in distinguishing between the 
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expository and the critical parts of a modern hook, 
and indeed we must all have experienced the sense 
of fatigue occasioned by the attempt to extricate 
from a mass of matter, half critical, half expository, 
any clear conception of the leading outlines of an 
author’s own system. On this subject I am glad to 
be able to quote from the Preface to Mr. Leslie 
Stephen’s “ Science of Ethics” (by no means one of 
the least interesting or instructive of the recent 
works on Morals) the following pertinent passage : 

• “ Any book which aims at scientific method should 
contain within itself all that is necessary to the 
immediate issues, and should avoid the appearance 
of anything like an appeal to authority ; and I have 
observed that, as a matter of fact, any such refer- 
ences [namely, to other authors] are apt to introduce 
digressions, and to lead one aside into disputes as to 
the rightful interpretation or correct afhliation of the 
principles of other writers, which, however interest- 
ing, really involve irrelevant issues." ’ 

‘The main idea which inspired my colleague and 
myself in attempting this work (first planned by us 
some fifteen or sixteen years ago) was that morality 
is the result of a constant growth, and is still ever 
growing; that, consequently, the most effective, 
though, of course, not the only way of approaching 
it is the liistorical method. From this point of 
view it seems to follow that our moral sentiments 
and moral ideas, as they exist at pre.sent, are not 
incapable of analysis or explanation, but that they 

b 
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are the result of the constant interaction of the pri- 
mary feelings of our nature, co-ordinated and directed 
by the reason, and moulded the peculiar circum- 
stances, physical and social, in which each individual 
man, each race of men. and mankind at large have 
been placed. This theory. I trust it will be found, 
while it attempts to assign the origin of morality, 
does not impair the obligation to it; and, while it 
traces its development in human history, does not 
deny its title to be regarded as divine. 

‘What has just been said will serve as a justification 
for the large proportion of this work which has been 
devoted to the discussion of the self-regarding, sym- 
pathetic, resentful, and semi-social feelings, and of 
the various forms which, in the development of 
human nature, they have assumed.’ 

‘ I have freely made use, throughout this work, of 
the Essay entitled Progressive Morality, published 
for me, in 1884. by Messrs. Macmillan and Co. But 
I have not by any means incorporated it. The main 
characteristics of the two works remain distinct : the 
theory of Ethics being discussed in the smaller 
treatise simply as subsidiary to the suggestion and 
consideration of practical questions ; while, in the 
present work, the problems of practical morality, 
though. I trust, never lost sight of, are only intro- 
duced incidentally and by way of illustration,’ 

C. C. C. 

March j, 1894. 
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CHAPTER I. 

Definition and Divisions of Moral Philosophy. Relation of 
Morals to the other Scienecs, and to Religion. Utility 
of the study. 

Practical PniLOSoriiv (of which Moral Philosophy is 
a branch) deals with human action or co nduct. Put all 
action or conduct is climated by certain motives and springs 
from certain habits or dispositions. Hence the .student of 
practical philosophy is concerned not only with external 
acts, but also with those parts of human nature itself which 
are the source of action. Prac ^cal Philosoph y, therefore, 
may be defined, at least provisionally, as the science of the 
causes which determine human action or con’duct, and of 
the differences which distinguish one kind of action or one 
mode of conduct from another. Corresponding to tliis 
science, there will be an art, the art of regulating con- 
duct, whether that conduct be our own or the conduct of 
others. 

Practical Philosophy is so called in contradistinction to 
Speculative Philosophy. This distinction is, at least, as old 
as Aristotle*, but it still holds good in its main features. 
Speculative Philosophy is concerned, not with human action 

‘ See Topics, vi. <5, $twfn]riieii yip ual wpaxTi/rij xal voiijriw^ ^ ; 

Metaphysics, v. i ; Ethics, Bk. vi, throughout. But, in fact, the distinction runs 
through Aristotle'^ works. 
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PRACTICAL PHILOSOPin’- 


or conduct, but with the relations of the external world, 
of our own bodies, and even of our own minds, so far as the 
mind can be regarded independently of its influence upon 
our actions. We will attempt to illustrate this distinction 
by one or two instances. Geometry is a branch of specu- 
lative science. It deals with the relations of magnitudes, 
and, as such, has no concern with human conduct. Astro- 
noni)’, again, deals with the relations of the heavenly bodies, 
both to one another and to our own globe ; Physiology 
'(vith the relations of the various parts and functions of the 
bodily organism ; Psjxhology with the relations of those 
special functions which we call mental ; and the like. Now, 
it is plain that all these sciences, as such, fall outside the 
sphere of practical philosophy. But, at the same time, the 
study of the various sciences may exert very difTcrent 
influences on our actions and dispositions, and, in this 
respect, their educational v'aluc must necessarily fall under 
the cognisance of the student of human conduct. Again, 
the condition of our own bodily organism, and even, in some 
eases, of external objects, may influence individual actions or 
the general character, and, thus, must be taken into account 
in our practical enquiries. Lastly, the industry or indolence, 
the patience or impatience, the purity or impurity of mo- 
tive, with which a man pursues even the most abstract 
studies, cannot be excluded from an estimate of conduct, 
and may often form one of the most essential features of 
character. These instances are sufficient to shew that, 
though Speculative Philosophy may be distinguished from 
Practical Philosophy, there are numerous eases in which the 
student of the one must take account of the other. There 
is, in fact, nothing with which man is brought into contact, 
which is not capable, in some form or other, of influencing 
his conduct, and. consequently, of finding a place in the 
discussions of Practical Philosophy. 
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Practical Philosophy may be divided into Moral Philo- 
sophy and Political Pliilosophy, the former of which, speak- 
ing very roughly, deals witli the conduct of individuals, the 
latter with that of aggregates of men. So intertwined, how- 
ever, are these two enquiries (which by Aristotle were dis- 
cussed under the common name of TroAtrix.; ), tliat it is 
impossible to say exactly where the science of Politics ends 
and the science of Morals begins, liut we may, for tlie 
purposes of this treatise, attempt to distinguisli their pro- 
vinces as follows. Politics deals with masses of men ; Kthics 
with individuals ; Politics takes special cognisance of laws 
and institutions ; Ethics of manners, customs, opinions, and 
feelings : the political philosopher asks the questions, in 
what direction is any given society moving, what are the 
conditions of its equilibrium, what is the history of its evo- 
lution ; the moral philosopher, on the other hand, asks, 
what, in the case of any given individual, are likely to be 
the principles which actuate him, which of these principles 
arc common to mankind, which peculiar to the particular 
country, age, or class to which the individual bcIong.s, and, 
lastly, which characteristic of himself ; what is the standard 
by which his actions arc to be measured, and what con- 
siderations may be addressed to him by which his character 
or conduct may be improved ; what is the history of the 
process by which our present rules of conduct have been 
formed, and what is the foundation on which they ulti- 
mately rest. Briefly, then, the political philosopher is con- 
cerned with the constitution and development of society, 
the moral philosopher with the constitution and develop- 
ment of the individual. But, at the same time, the two 
enquiries are so intimately connected that it is impossible 

r.f '• 3- Though these passages form the inlroduclion 

W the work afterwards kno«-n as tl.e Ethics, he speaks throughout of the 
cc 0 which he IS treating as t.#, and of the slwlcnt as woKiTinCt. 
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to pursue tlic one without constant reference to the other. 
For the individual is a member of a society, and a society 
is an aggregate of individuals. It might, perhaps, be said 
that ail those acts whicli the individual performs, or from 
which he abstains, at the command of the sovereign power, 
fall within the cognisance of Politics ; while all those acts 
which he performs, or from which he abstains, without the 
interv'cntion of the sovereign power, or which he might 
reasonably be expected to perform, or from which he might 
reasonably be expected to abstain without such interven- 
tion, fall within the cognisance of Ethics. But it is plain 
that even this distinction leaves a large field common to the 
two sciences, which thus deal, to a great extent, with the 
same facts, though to a great extent also from different 
points of view. 

The problem of the moralist appears to be twofold : 1st, 
to describe the moral nature of man and its relations to 
the external media in which that nature acts, including 
under this head both the various forms which it assumes, 

and the process by which it has assumed these forms ; 

% 

2nd, to determine a standard or criterion of human action, 
and, by the application of this criterion to the various 
circumstances of human life, to deduce our duty in specific 
eases. In solving the first of these problems, the moralist 
determines in what the proper perfection of a human being 
consists ; in solving the second, he frames rules and direc- 
tions for its attainment. The first class of enquiries, which 
is founded on psychology and history, or, to speak more . 
generally, on the observation of human nature and human 
life, constitutes what, perhaps, may appropriately be called 
Moral Philosophy or the Theory and Principles of Ethics ; 
while the second class, or, at least, the deduction of specific 
duties, may be denominated Practical Ethics. The deter- 
mination of the criterion might be regarded as belonging 
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to cither one branch or the other. Of Practical Elliics, 
Casuistry, in the original and true acceptation of tliat term, 
as the art of determining right conduct in tlic case of 
clashing duties, might be regarded as forming a subordi- 
nate branch. 

The foregoing remarks arc necessarily vague. Their 
vagueness will be at once justified and corrected by the 
subsequent part of the trcati.se. 

As this is professedly a work on Moral Philosophy, or 
Theoretical Ethics, the various questions of Practical Ethics 
will be discussed only incidental!)', though they will fre- 
quently be referred to in illustration of general principles. 

The main divisions of Theoretical Ethics, to be now 
treated, may be enumerated as follows: the nature, de- 
velopment, and regulation of the feelings considered as 
self-regarding, sympathetic, resentful, and semi-social ; the 
Reason in its relation to the feelings ; the place of the 
Imagination in morals, and the construction of moral 
Ideals; the Will, and tlie question of Liberty and Neces- 
sity ; the nature of moral Approbation and Disapproba- 
tion ; tlic moral Standard, or criterion of action ; and, 
finally, the religious feeling in its bearing on moral conduct. 
To these essential parts of our subject we shall prefix some 
notice of the method of Moral Philosophy, of its history in 
this country, and of the relation of Ethics to other branches 
of human knowledge. 

In the present chapter we shall briefly treat the last of 
these heads. We must also explain our conception of the 
relation subsisting between Moral Philosophy and Religion, 
and we shall conclude with some remarks on the Utility of 
the science. 

The advances which society has made both in the theory 
and practice of morals may be considered in relation to 
its advances in the knowledge of external nature, of the 
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social mcdiuni in which wc move, and of our own individual 
organisation. 

I. In the earliest ages of the world, men stood apj^allccL 
before the cosmical and elemental forces which they were 
wholly unable to interpret. The reason being powerless, 
tlie imagination had full scope, and the mind was filled 
with fancies and superstitious delusions which often reacted 
most unfavourably on the feelings, while they produced the 
most pernicious results in practice. A more correct know- 
ledge of cxtcnial nature lias greatly influenced the moral 
character, and on the whole favourably; it will influence 
it still more favourably wlicn the feelings and aftcctions 
have adjusted themselves to the intellectual condition, and 
the imagination, limited to its proper function and no longer 
assuming to be the interpreter of nature, is content to raise 
its ideal constructions on a basis of reality. Meantime, 
more perfect knowledge of the external world has raised 
man’s condition, in, at least, the following important rc- 
V.. spects. 1st, by giving him confidence in the stability o f 
’ the world a round him and the uniformity of its laws, it 
has freed him from many servile terrors and superstitions, 
rendering him capable of self-respect and scl Grdcpcndenc c. 
2ndly, by s hewing him that the world is govjerned by law, 
it has taught him to modify external nature, within definite 
I limits, to his own advantage, giving aim and direction to 
his active po'wers : it has thus prevented waste of effort and 
rendered him capable of sustained and well-directed in- 
dustry, while it has added to his material comfort and 
happiness. 3rdly, by forcing upon him the consciousness 
of the existence of laws of nature* which he cannot alter 
and therefore must submit to, it has laid the foundation of 
the moral character. Natural Philosophy has taught us 
that to coji^i^ nature we must conquer ourselves, and 
that a wilTing^nd cheerful oEeHTence to inevitable law 
necessarily elevates and ennobles the charact^. “ 
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In these ways, Natural Philosophy has i ncalculably raised 
the moral condition of mankind. It has in short removed 
infinit e obstacles to our improvement. It has raised both 
our character and condition. It has also given a discipline 
to the understanding, a truer aim and direction to the 
active powers. It has directed the imagination into more 
legitimate channels, and given more fitting objects to the 
feelings and affections. 

II. But, if these benefits arc derived from tlic study of 
external nature, the knowledge of social relations is even 
more necessary to the moralist, whose business it is to 
adapt man to the conditions of liis existence. Of all the 
external influences which determine or mould the moral 
character, tlie social arc the most numerous and powerful, 
and at the same time the most subtle in their operation. 
The social relations are so various and so important, that 
they present themselves at everj' point and compel us to 
form habits more or less suitable to our condition. The 
laws of conduct generally approved by those with whom 
we live are impressed upon us in a thousand wa>'S. Our 
moral education commences under domestic influences 
almost as soon as we arc born, and it is continued by the 
necessity of social conformity as long as we live, or at least 
until by observation of others or individual reflection, by 
higher knowledge or greater intellectual penetration, we are 
able to acquire independent moral convictions resting on 
our own judgment and experience. It is difficult to exag- 
gcratc the influence of society on the moral character of 
most men . Its laws arc the standard, and its approbation 
and disapprobation the sanction of morality to the larger 
portion of the human race. 

But the study of sociology is necessary to the moralist 
not only on account of its intimate connexion with his 
own study, and the influence always exerted by men when 
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aggregated in masses upon the conduct of the individuals 
who compose those masses, but also on account of the 
peculiarities of its method of enquiry. It is in sociological 
researches more particularly that philosophers have learnt 
-the use and value of the historical method. Of the nature 
of this method and the conditions which make it applic- 
able to an)' given subject-matter we shall speak at large 
presently. It is sufficient to remark here that the study 
of histor}' has given a new aspect to social science, which 
in its turn has given an additional interest and point to 
historical investigation. Tliat the method has always been 
judiciously or skilfully used we are far from asserting. In 
many signal instances it has led to extravagant pretensions, 
and been made to support conclusions wholly without 
foundation. Still it has shewn beyond doubt that social 
phenomena are capable of scientific treatment ; that society, 
both in its constitution and evolution, obeys natural laws 
or principles which arc capable of being determined with 
scientific accuracy. This method, as we shall shew, is of 
great importance to the moralist; as arc also many of the 
social principles it has established. The moral history of 
mankind, for instance, is part of its social or general his- 
tory, and it is a part which cannot be adequately studied 
apart from other elements. Tlie moral condition of a people 
cannot be properly understood except in connexion with 
its intellectual condition, i.c. its fundamental beliefs on all 
the subjects most interesting to mankind. Religion, art, 
the industrial and political condition of a people, all reci- 
procally influence each other, and no important change in 
any of them can fail to produce corresponding changes in 
all the rest. This principle, now so fully established by 
sociological study, has given the moralist a deeper insight 
into the nature and movement of morality, enabling him to 
calculate its future course with far greater precision than 
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heretofore. It brings into view its essentially relative cha- 
racter, in otlicr words its admirable property of adjusting 
itself spontaneously though slowly to the requirements of 
mankind ; it corrects the natural tendency to treat morals 
in a dogmatic and narrow spirit. The moral historj' of 
mankind is absolutely necessary to the moralist, and this 
cannot be properly understood except in connexion with 
general history. 

And further it is obvious that the bare conception of 
society being subject to natural laws, which cannot bo 
arbitrarily changed at the will of any one who lias power 
to make the attempt, is calculated to exercise a beneficial 
influence on the disposition and moral character of all its 
members. It must dispose them to respect these laws. 
The belief which formerly prevailed that the social organ- 
isation of a people was wholly the work of tlie Legislature, 
led to many rash attempts at social reconstruction ; and 
surely nothing but deeper knowledge of the subject in its 
various relations can direct the revolutionary ardour of tlic 
present day into safer channels. The belief that our power 
in this respect is limited, and a knowledge of the limits 
within which it is confined, arc calculated to give a proper 
direction and aim to efiorts which might otherwise be 
wasted, or even be attended with pernicious consequences. 

III. The morali.st must be acquainted with the facts of 
man’s individual organism, in otlicr words with the more 
important results of Biology and Psychology. It is through 
ignorance of these results that our efforts arc so often mis- 
directed, and our judgments so often vitiated. Man is a 
very complex being, with a body and mind of the highest 
and most subtle organisation. How arc we to acquire such 
a knowledge of his organisation as to justify us in attempt- 
ing to legislate for liim, to direct him to his perfection 
and happiness? How arc we to group, co-ordinate, or sub- 
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ordinate iiis various attributes? If we had to approach the 
study of man’s moral nature directly and without the aid of 
other sciences, tlie task would be impossible. Ky approach- 
ing it indirectly, armed with the methods and results of 
other sciences, wc have at our disposal an instrument of 
analysis which is at least of sufficient efficacy to enable us 
to classify and distinguish the phenomena under con- 
sideration. 

a. Wc distinguish the organic functions in man, — those 
common to plants and animals, — the (pvTiKov fxlpos ri)s 
as Aristotle called it. This is the lowest clement in human 
nature, but it is the basis of all the rest. The higher ele- 
ments come in, as Aristotle long ago pointed out, by way 
of addition to it. /3. Wc have the functions — more properly 
animal — sensibility, muscular contractility, and so forth. 
Physiology and comparative zoology arc the instruments 
by which these are studied, y. There remain the specially 

human aptitudes, the social and mental capabilities, as they 
exist in man. 

It is with reference to tliis last point that the historical 
method of study becomes indispensable. Direct observa- 
tion of our own minds, supplemented by a comparative 
study of the mental capacities of the higher classes of 
animals, will doubtless carry us a certain way; but it affords 
only a statical and abstract knowledge of the subject, of 
comparatively little service to the moralist. It is in history 
alone that he finds materials adequate to his purpose. 
From history he learns the capacity of the mind of man 
or intellectual and moral improvement, and learns also 
wherein improvement or progress consists. He learns not 
only that the mind possesses certain powers or attributes 
intellectual and emotional, and that these stand in certain 
relations to each other, but he learns also that each of 
these principles has a history of its own ; that it has passed 
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through various stages, or undergone various inodihcaiions, 
the causes of which may in general be easily assigned, 
lie discerns also the comparative strengtli of the several 
elements which compose the mind ; the order in which they 
tend to unfold themselves and the circumstances which 
advance or retard their growth. Moreover (and this is a 
point of great importance), he is enabled to distinguish how 
far these circumstances owe their existence to man him- 
self, and how far they are inseparable from his condition ; 
in other words, whether they are capable of modification, or 
the result of causes over which he has no control. History 
in short accounts for and follows out to their consequences 
the indications supplied by self-introspection, and by ana- 
lysis of our own mental phenomena. And here, too, wc 
may remark that it is by the study of hi.><tory that we 
collect that knowledge of the nature and disposition of 
man whicli makes history itself intelligible. 

Wc have now reached the point at which psychology 
becomes merged in sociology. Nor is it possible to draw 
a strict line of demarcation between the two. We encoun- 
tered a similar difficulty in the attempt to discriminate 
between Morals and Politics. Cl'sycliology (at least, liuman 
Psychology) is the study of the constitution and evolution 
of the human mind^ but man exists in society, and, con- 
sequently, it is impossible to study the evolution of the 
individual mind apart from the general evolution of society 
But, after all, this difficulty of discriminating the various 
sciences is of no practical importance to the moralist. So 
long as he employs all the materials at his command, it is 
indifferent to him from what quarter they may have come. 

It appears then, from what has been said, that^he means 
at our disposal for the study of moral science consist in 
a knowledge of the results of those sciences which throw 
light (i) on the nature of the individual organism, that^is, 
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on the man himself ; (2) on the medium, whether material 
or social, in which he exists. ) Any moral system othenvisc 
constructed can have no solid foundation of fact and 
necessarily partakes of a metaphysical and transcendental, 
that is, as we conceive, of a purely fanciful, character. The 
problem of the moralist is to adapt man to the conditions 
of his existence, and the history of morals is no other than 
the history of the various attempts which mankind has made 
to accomplish this work for itself. 

Amongst the aids which the moralist derives from the 
study of the other sciences should especially be noticed 
certain classes of ideas which greatly enlarge the power of 
the understanding in dealing witl^-mdre complex and dif- 
ficult subjects, certain points of view, so to speak, which 
enable him to classify or sum up the phenomena under 
investigation. Such arc the ideas conveyed by the now 
familiar expressions, statical and dynamical, resultant, or- 
ganism and medium, evolution, development, adaptability, 
growth, histor>% and the like, phrases which will constantly 
occur in the sequel of this work. The great distinction, in 
fact, between the earlier and the later mode of dealing with 
moral and social phenomena consists chiefly in this, that 
later enquirers possess in the results and methods of the 
more advanced sciences means of analysis and principles of 
classification wholly unknown to the earlier philosophers. 

Thus far we have spoken of the study of Ethics in its 
relation to other sciences. We now proceed to offer some 
remarks on the relation of Morality to Religion 

■ Such is (he idea conveyed in the wcll-knoxvn words of Aristotle : n«pl 

ml riiy <w5a.poi'.ov &y0pvnlyr,v. Eth. Nic. i. lo ( 5 ). 

> The object of these remarks is simply to jistify our treatment of Ethics 
as an mdependent science. In a later chapter we shaU treat speci.illy of the 
religious feeling in its bcanng on moral theory and conduct. 
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To those who arc unaccustomed to philosophical enquiry 
the existence of an independent science of Morality is often 
a subject of great perplexity. If human conduct falls 
wit im the sphere of Religion, what need have we of any 
ot icr guide.' Man, it may be said, is responsible to God • 
God has revealed to him His Will, and it is simply mans 
business to obey without questioning, and without any 
investigation of the grounds of the commands, liut as 
we proceed, we shall sec that it is impossible to give ’this 
simple account of the matter. The codes of conduct pre- 
scribed by different religions are exceedingly various, often 
contradictory, and it is, at least, essential to determine which 
of them has the best claims on our allegiance. 

In the history of races in an early stage of civilisation, 
we find httle connexion between religion and morality. 
Religion, amongst savage and even amongst many barbaric 
tribes, IS chiefly a cult ; it consists in the performance of 
cmain ceremonies, the object of which is to gratify a 
friendly or to conciliate a hostile Deity. So long as the 
god receives his dues, he cares little, if anything, for the 
general conduct of his votaries. The mode in which men 
treat each other depends not on what they suppose to be 
required from them by their gods, but on custom, on mutual 
sympathies and mutual antipathies, on the strength of pas- 
sion and the checks which experience has taught then^ to 
impose upon it. The gods may indeed grant them success 
or visit them with failure, but success is to be procured, and 
ure averted, not by righteous conduct or a spotless life, 
but by sacrifices and offerings '. To men in this stage of 

3o'. e” “k. ii. 377 H_BI, iii 
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civilisation, the text ‘ Pure religion and undefiled before 
God and the Father is this, to visit the fatherless and 
widows in their affliction, and to keep himself unspotted 
from the world,’ would be simply unintelligible. 

Put, as civilisation advances, these grosser views of Deity 
disappear, and, whatever be the cause, men begin to asso- 
ciate a certain course of life and a certain mode of conduct 
with what is agreeable to their gods, and the reverse with 
what is displeasing to them. Amongst all civilised races, 
we find a number of precepts bearing on conduct properly 
so called, the obsen ation of which is supposed to merit the 
favour, and the breach of which is supposed to bring down 
the punishment of Heaven. Tiicsc portions of moral con- 
duct arc thus embodied in tlic religion, arc invested with its 
authority, and arc enforced by its sanctions. 

I’ or our present purpose, it is not necessary that wo 
should concern ourselves with false or imperfect forms of 
religion. In wliat follows we shall have Christianity prin- 
cipally in view, and, consequently, our conclusions as to the 
necessity of an independent study of morality will apply to 
other religions witli increased force. 

What, then, in the more developed and perfect forms 

both of religion and morality, is the relation between the 
two } 

In the first place, it may be remarked that no religion, 
not even the Christian, enjoins precepts covering the whole 
range of moral conduct. It would be difficult to construct 
from the New Testament a code of rules prescribing our 
conduct in the complicated relations of political life, of com- 
rnerce, of war, or of international dealings. Even in those 
departments of morality where it is more explicit, it rather 
portrays ideal types of moral excellence and lays down 
broad principles for our guidance, than assigns rules im- 
mediately applicable to the varied exigencies of practical 
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life. Hence, even on the supposition that we are bound 
to receive, witliout questioning or examination, sucli posi- 
tive precepts as arc enjoined by a Revelation, there would 
still be ample room for the industry and ingenuity of the 
moralist; he would still have the task of applying general 
principles to particular cases, as well as of constructing 
new rules and criticising prevalent rules with reference 

to those departments of conduct on which the Re\elation 
IS silent. 

«ut it may be remarked, scco.idly, tliat every advanced 
religion, by wliich «-e mean ever>- religion wliich has a real 
lold on the affections of cultivated men, and especially the 
(-hnstian religion, appeals for its evidence to the moral con- 
sciousness of mankind. ‘ No man hath seen God at any 
time. If we love one another, God dwellcth in u.s, and his 
ove IS perfected in us'.’ ■ He that doeth good is of God : 

but he that doeth evil hath not seen God ‘ If yc know 
that he is righteous, ye know that every one that doeth 
righteousness is born of him V 'Whosoever abidelh in him 
sinneth not; whosoever sinneth hath not seen him, neither 
known him V 'The fruit of the Spirit is love, Joy, peace, 
longsuffcnng, gentleness, goodness, faith, meekness, tem- 
perance : against such there is no law V Now, unless the 
early converts to Christianity had been already acquainted 
with the meaning of these ethical terni.s, and had already 
recognised the superiority of a virtuous life, they would 
have been unable to realise the force of these appeals or 
o understand the significance of these tests. And, accord- 
'ngly. we find that the spotless life of Christ, the pure 
morality of his teaching, the sublimity of his self-denial 
and the marvellous revolutions effected in the temper 
an conduct of his followers, arc amongst the principal 

‘ 'Mniv.... *3 John... » ,Johnh.,9. 

I John Hi. 6 . » V. 2j. jv 
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arguments employed by the early apologists^. Nor do 
they ignore the other side of the picture — the immorality of 
Pagan practice, and the sensuality of Pagan worship. But 
these arguments, it is plain, could exert no influence on 
those who had not already accepted the Christian Reve- 
lation, unless there was some common ground on which 
all alike, whether Christians or Pagans, could judge of what 
was right and wrong, pure and sensual, lovely and hateful. 
Thus, the recognition of the possibility of determining and 
estimating rules of conduct on independent grounds is 
essential to the very existence of one, at least, of the argu- 
ments by which the truth of the Christian Revelation has 
most commonly been supported. 


Moreover, unless we granted that there were certain rules 
of morality, independent of this or that particular religion, 
common to all men, or, at least, capable of being discovered 
by all men, we should not be Justified in punishing persons 
of an alien religion for crimes not forbidden by their own 
religious system. A man might at once plead that it was 
mere religious intolerance to punish him for crimes which 
his own religion did not recognise. No civilised race could 
enforce law or order among its savage or barbaric subjects. 
And, even in punishing men for those crimes which were 
forbidden by their own religion, we should be committing 
the absurdity of recognising the claims of a religion which 
we ourselves believed to be false. If we punished a man 
for committing murder or theft simply and solely because 
the moral code of his own religion forbad it, we should, in 
order to be consistent, be compelled also to punish him if he 
neglected to sacrifice to his idol, or omitted or performed 
amiss any of the prescribed ceremonies of his worship 
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Finally, tliosc, if such there be, who base Morality solely 
on Revelation, seem to lay themselves open to an objec- 
tion which is as fatal to religion as it is to moralit)’. The)' 
must, in the last resort, base all moral distinctions on the 
arbitrar)’ will of the Deity, or, at least, if these distinctions 
have any other basis, they must regard them as onl)' 
capable of being made known to us through the revealed 
will of God. In the former case, which is the more con- 
sistent, God is really robbed of all moral attributes. For 
how can we speak of God as good, just, or righteous, if by 
goodness, justice, or righteousness, we mean only conformity 
with his own will. The attribution of these moral qualities 
would, in this case, be simply so much tautolog)', and God 
would be presented to our minds with the naked attributes 
of omniscience and omnipotence, witli no claim on our 
reverence, affection, or gratitude. On the other supposition, 
that there is an independent law of riglit, but that it can 
only be declared to us in a rev'elation from God, there is 
a similar difficulty. For how am I to know that this reve- 
lation is true, that its dictates really coincide with what is 
actually holy, and just, and good } I can only accept the 
revelation as a true statement of the facts, from my belief 
in the veracity and benevolence of God. But then, before 
I can assign this ground, I must already have the ideas of 
veracity and benevolence, which, on the h) pothesis we arc 
considering, arc to be gained from revelation alone. 

Having established, therefore, that lliere is a Law of 
Right and Wrong, the knowledge of which may be acquired 
by man’s natural facultic.s, or, in other words, that morality 
admits of being studied apart from religion, we may now 
proceed to consider in what way the independent study 
of morality may affect our religious beliefs, or, again, in 
what way our religious beliefs may affect our moral theory 
or moral conduct. 


c 
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It may be remarked, in the first place, that a highly 
developed tlieory of morals generally tends to purify the 
religious sentiments of men and to exalt their conceptions 
of God. This is especially remarkable in the case of the 
Greek and Roman philosophers, and, as an illustration of 
the opposite tendency, we may often notice, even amongst 
Christian nations, the coincidence of a low moral sentiment 
with degraded views of religion. A noble conception of 
the Divine economy is one of the surest guarantees of a 
virtuous life, as, on the other hand, an exalted morality is 
almost certain, sooner or later, to dissolve a corrupt 
theology. 

Secondly, with regard to the Christian religion in parti- 
cular, it has already been remarked that what is called the 
* moral evidence,’ that is, the evidence derived from the 
purity, the nobility, the beneficence of its moral teaching 
and the life of its Founder, has constantly been appealed 
to as discriminating it from imperfect or false religions. 

As to the influence of religion, and especially of Chris- 
tianity, upon the theory and practice of morals, we may 
remark : 

I. (That it supplies new motives to a virtuous life. The 
love of God, and especially of God as revealed in Christ, 
is to the Christian the most powerful motive that can be 
addressed to him. But, besides this refined motive, leading 
us to rest in the approbation of God, as a good in itself, 
and to shrink from his disapprobation, as an evil in itself, 
religion addresses to the mind motives still more operative 
on the mass of mankind. These are the hope of reward 
and the fear of punishment — feelings sometimes limited to 
this world, but usually extended to the next. If man be 
regarded as immortal, and capable of pleasure or pain 
infinite in intensity and duration, it is plain how powerful 
an incentive to virtuous conduct, and how effective a 
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deterrent from vicious conduct these feelings may become. 
Even the most obstinate will may be bent into submission, 
and the most violent desires may yield before them. As 
the first motive especially addresses itself to persons of an 
elevated and refined disposition, to those in whom the reli- 
gious sense is highly developed, so the two latter exert a 
special Influence on men of a coarser and more selfish tem- 
perament. Hence, as the former may be called the higher, 
the two latter may be called the lower religious sanctions. 
The enormous importance of these motives or sanctions it 
is impossible to over-rate. Were all religious influences at 
once withdrawn from mankind, it is possible that, except 
over a select few, morality, so far as it was not enforced by 
law or custom, might almost lose its hold. 

2. Eut, besides enforcing virtuous practice by additional 
sanctions, religion, or rather Christianity, deepens the sense 
of morality and extends the sphere of its influence in a 
variety of ways to which we can here only briefly allude. 
To begin with the most important, the Christian religion 
personifies morality by presenting to us an ideal type of 
excellence in the person of Christ. To imitate a person 
is to the majority of mankind easier than to act upon 
a maxim. Such an ideal at once charms the imagination, 
kindles the affections, and, above all, inspires its adorers 
with an ardent desire to embody its features in themselves. 
Wc are here, of course, speaking of Christianity only in its 
ethical relations, and therefore the more serious aspects of 
this question are beyond the scope of our present enquiry. 
But we may, at least, hazard this remark — that the desire 
and effort to imitate Christ has probably exercised on the 
Christian world an influence incomparably deeper and wider 
than that exerted by those maxims and precepts which wc 
commonly regard as constituting the moral contents of 
Christianity. 
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3. These maxims and precepts, however, expressed, as 
they are, in a pith)’ form, and illustrated, as is so frequently 
tlic case, by apposite examples, have undoubtedly exercised 
an enormous influence on mankind. In our chapter on 
Moral Ideals we shall ha\c an opportunity of speaking of 
some of their more prominent characteristics. Here it is 
sufficient to obscivc that they not only embody the purest 
morality, but that, whether they take the shape of saying, 
proverb, or parable, they are expressed in language pecu- 
liarly calculated to lay hold of the popular imagination, to 
be easily remembered, and to be constantly ready for appli- 
cation to the emergencies of life. 

4. This last remark leads us to notice the fact that there 
arc large departments of moral teaching which Christianity 
did not indeed originate, but which it may, with strict truth, 
be said to have promulgated. Such arc tlie virtues of phil- 
anthropy, humility, patience, purity of intention. Precepts 
and maxims on these and many similar qualities, which 
had previously been confined to a few sages, became popu- 
larised by the teaching of Christ and his Apostles. They 
became the common heritage of slaves, fishermen, and 
arhsans, as well as of rabbis and philosophers. And thus, 

it is not too much to say that they effected a moral revolu- 
tion in the world. 

To other aspects of these questions we shall hereafter 
recur. 

On the great utility of the science of Ethics it is unne- 
cessary to dwell at any length. Hardly any one in the 
present day would question the importance of reviewing 
our rules of conduct, of considering the grounds on which 
they are based, of comparing them with the rules obtaining 
in other societies or among other sections of men, and of 
justifying them, where correct, and amending them, where 
incorrect. We doubt not that the student who follows the 
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course of this work will perceive both how essential and 
how inevitable in any progressive sociot)- is such a pro- 
cedure. But there arc in cver>' civilised state certain classes 
of persons to whom an independent and scientific study of 
morality is of special interest and utility. Sucli, amongst 
others, arc ministers of religion, statesmen, jurists, and all 
who have to do with the education of the young. One, at 
least, of the main objects whicli Cliristianity proposes to 
itself, is to ameliorate the moral and social condition of 
mankind ; and to attempt to effect this object without some 
knowledge of the constitution of human nature and the 
tendencies of our acts is often worse in its results than 
to leave it unattempted altogether. To the Christian 
minister, then, the study of Moral Philosophy would seem 
to be an essential branch of education, but it is no less 
essential to the other classes we have named. IIow can 
the statesman undertake the work of either legislation or 
administration without considering the effects of his mect- 
sures, not only on the external welfare, but on tlie habits, 
feelings, and dispositions of the people wliom he governs ? 
Or, again, how can the jurist assign to offences their appro- 
priate punislmicnt, or discriminate the delicate boundary 
whicli distinguishes between the cases in whicli the law 
ought and ought not to interfere, unless lie be previously 
acquainted with the motives which actuate men and the 
varied results wliich arc likely to follow from his inter- 
ference? That the educator of youth should be fully cog- 
nisant of the mysterious windings of human character, that 
he should be able to trace, in all their ramifications, the 
con.sequcnccs of his example, his teaching, his censure.s, 
and his approbation, that the development of the moral 
character of those who arc under his charge is liis prin- 
cipal business, are surely positions which require no proof. 
The study of the grounds and principles of morals is not 
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one of those branches of science which merely gratify a 
barren curiosity ; it is a living and fruitful subject, which 
ever lias been, and ever will be, fraught with the most 
important results to the highest interests of mankind. For 
it is the tendency of a scientific study of morals, not only, 
by discovering the grounds of the current morality, to con- 
ciliate greater respect to the laws, customs, and sentiments 
which arc already established, but also, by an impartial 
deduction from first principles, to amend what is baneful, 
to supplement what is defective, and so to bring the moral 
theory itself nearer and nearer to perfection. 


CHAPTER II. 


Rcvicio of the earlier English Moralists. 

Before proceeding to the statement and justification 
of our own tlieories, we shall pass in brief review the more 
distinctive systems of the English moralists down to the 
time of Bentham, to which we shall add some notice of 
the system of Kant, as being closely akin to that of 
certain English writers. This will economise much labour 
in the .sequel, as it will enable us to anticipate the expla- 
nation of several terms and the exposition of several 
theories to which we shall frequently have occasion to 
allude, and which it would otherwise be nece.ssarj' to 
cxpl.ain in the body of the work. Moreover, ethical specu- 
lation is at once the peculiar and the most fruitful product 
of English philosophy, and any modem treatise on the 
subject must, whether it acknowledge its obligations or 
not, neces-sarily build on the foundations of its predeces- 
sors. We shall have to combine much that lies scattered 
in different authors, and to supplement much that is defec- 
tive ; but the study of human nature, of history, and of 
practical life on which, in various combinations and with 
various degrees of success, their .systems arc based, is also 
the basis on which we shall attempt to rear our own. 
By these remarks we do not mean that our system will 
be simply eclectic. Any system, however, which pretends 
to completeness, ought to be found, on examination, to 
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have taken up and absorbed the elements of truth in pre- 
vious systems, as well as to afford the means of accounting 
for their cxajrcfcrations and errors. 


Hobbes. 


With the English writers on Morals, prior to Hobbes, 
it is not necessary that we should concern ourselves. With 
them Morality was a branch of Theology, and, though 
they endeavoured to solve certain practical questions under 
the name of ‘ Cases of Conscience,’ they seem to have made 
no attempt to trace the rules of conduct to their found- 
ation in Human Nature*. Hobbes was the first writer who 
definitely broke with Scholasticism. Grave as arc the 
faults of his system, it is he who may be said to have 
re-created the science, and to have been the first amongst 
modern writers to state the problems of Ethics in such a 
form as to fit them to become objects of philosophical 
investigation. But, though Hobbes completely d iscrijnji - 
Morals from Theology, his ethical speculations are 
- inextricably blended with, or rather subordinated to, his 
political theories. As we shall hereafter point out to have 
been the ease with Bentham, Morals are with him only 
an incidental object of enquiry. His great object being, 
by tracing the origin and discovering the primary ends 
of the political union, to vindicate the rights of govem- 


' somewhat cursorily reviews the subject of Morals in the 

seventh Book of the Dc Augmentis, never enters expressly on an examination 
of the fundamental questions of Moral Philosophy, such as the grounds of 
moral obligation or the nature of the moral faculty. Perhaps the most 
important remark which he makes is with reference to the division of the 
sublet. ;we divide ethics into two principal doctrines, -Uio one of Iho 
model or image of good, the other of the regulation and culture of the mind 
which 1 commonly express by the word gcorgics. The hist describes the 
nature of good, and the other prescribes mles for conforming the mind to it ’ 
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nient and to find what he conceived to be unanswerable 
arguments for tlie maintenance of social order, he is com- 
pelled, in the first instance, to discuss the moral consti- 
tution of man, but such discussion is throughout strict)}- 
subordinated to his political aims. Thus, even tlie ‘Trea- 
tise of Human Nature,’ where, if an}'wherc, we might 
expect to find a more distinctive!}- ethical disquisition, 
bears as its alternative title ‘The Fundamental Elements 
of Policy.’ Speaking generally, in fact, it is impossible 
m discussing the system of Hobbes, to consider his nioml 
and political philosophy apart, the main thesis of the one. 
namely the genesis and attributes of a commonwealth,^ 
being also the main thesis of the other. His exposition 
of this thesis we shall now proceed, as briefly as possible, 
to lay before the reader. 

In a state of nature, that is to say, prior to the exist- 
ence of any government, men arc ail equal to one another. 
■For as to the strength of bod}-, the weake.st has strength 
enough to kill the strongest, cither by secret machination, 
or by confederacy with others, that are in the .same danger 
with himself?' ‘And as to the faculties of the mind . T. . 

I find yet a greater equality amongst men, than that of 
strength. For prudence is but experience; which equal 
time equally bestows on all men, in those things they 
equally apply themselves unto’.’ 

‘From this equality of ability, ariseth equality of hope 
in the attaining of our ends. And therefore if any two men 
de.sire the .same thing, which nevertheless they cannot both 
enjoy, they become enemies ; and in the way to their end, 
which is principally their own conservation, and sometimes 

Leviathan is Ihc most complete stalcmcnt of 
llob^ philosophy as a whole. It was published in 1651. having been pro- 
ceded by several other works, both ui Latin and English, treating of the same 
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tlicir delectation only, endeavour to destroy, or subdue one 
another.’ 

The state of nature is, consequently, a constant state of 
war, and such a war as is of every man against every 

This, then, being the original condition of mankind, how 
is it that any sections of the human race have ever emerged 
from it? The answer is to be found by a reference partly 
to men’s passions, partly to their reason : 

'And thus much for the ill condition, which man by 
mere nature is actually placed in ; though with a possi- 
bility to come out of it, consisting partly in the passions, 
partly in his reason. 

‘ The passions that incline men to peace, are fear of 
death ; desire of such things as are necessary to com- 
modious living ; and a hope by their industry to obtain 
them. And reason suggesteth convenient articles of peace, 
upon which men may be drawn to agreement. These 
articles, are they, which otherwise are called the Laws of 
Nature.’ 

These ‘ Laws of Nature,’ or, as they are elsewhere more 
appropriately and intelligibly called, ‘dictates of reason,’ 
are, then, the means by which Hobbes effects the transition 
from the 'state of nature,’ in which every man is at war 
with every man, to the ‘commonwealth,’ in which law and 
justice have become supreme. In the fourteenth and fif- 
teenth chapters he proceeds to state them. There are in 
all nineteen, to which a twentieth is added in the ‘ Review 
and Conclusion’ at the end of the book. Of these, the 
first and fundamental law is ‘that every man ought to 
endeavour peace, as far as he has hope of obtaining it; 
and when he cannot obtain it, that he may seek, and use, 
all helps, and advantages of war. The first branch of 
which rule, containeth the first, and fundamental law of 
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nature; which is. to seek peace, and follow it. The second, 
the sum of the right of nature; which is. by all means 
we can, to defend ourselves. From this fundamental law 
of nature, by which men are commanded to endeavour 
peace, is derived this second law ; that a man be willing, 
when others arc so too, as far-forth, as for peace, and de- 
fence of himself he shall think it nccessarj-. to lay down 
this right to all things ; and be contented with so much 
liberty against other men, as he would allow other men 
against himself. For as long as every man holdctli this 
right, of doing any thing he liketh ; so long arc all men in 
the condition of war. But if other men will not lay down 
their right, as well as he ; then there is no reason for any 
one, to d ivest himself of his; for that were to c.xposc him- 
self to prey, which no man is bound to, rather than to dis- 
po.se himself to peace. This is that law of the Gospel ; 
whatsoever you require that others should do to you, that 
do ye to them. And that law of all men, quod tibi fieri 
non vis, alteri ne feccris 

‘ From that law of nature, by wliich we are obliged to 
transfer to another, such rights, as being retained, hinder 
the peace of mankind, there followeth a third ; which is 
this, that men perform their covenants made: without 
which, covenants are in vain, and but empty words ; and 
the right of all men to all things remaining, we arc still 
in the condition of war ''^.’ 

On these three fundamental ‘Laws of Nature’ the 
‘commonwealth’ is constructed. Each individual citizen 
transfers his natural rights to his sovereign, who, in turn, 
is bound to protect him against all aggressors, and tlic 
contract, having once been made, is binding for ever on 
the contractors and their successors. 

By this contract the citizen has parted entirely with his 

* Ch. »4. » Ch. 15. 
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rights, at least while the sovereign is capable of defending 
him (for, when protection can no longer be afforded, the 
end of the contract being frustrated, the contract itself is 
void), and, unless he be commanded to hurt himself, is 
bound to obey the sovereign implicitly in all things. This 
obligation admits of no other exceptions. The command 
of the sovereign is to the subject the absolute and final 
rule of conduct, the measure of right and wrong. It extends 
even to the expression of his opinions, and tlie subject 
is bound to conform, at least outwardly, to the religion pre- 
scribed by his sovereign. This is the cardinal proposition 
of Hobbes’ practical philosophy, and, as such, he loses 
no opportunity of enforcing and illustrating it. Of the 
many passages in which the doctrine is stated, one must 
here suffice : 

‘ In the state of nature, where every man is his own 
judge, and differeth from other concerning the names and 
appellation s of things, and from those differences arise 
quarrels and breach of peace, it was necessary there should 
be a common measure of all things, that might fall in con- 
troversy. As for example ; of what is to be called right, 
what good, what virtue, what much, what little, what meum 
and iuu7>i, what a pound, what a quart, etc. For in these 
things private judgments may differ, and beget controversy. 
This common measure, some say, is right reason : with 
whom I should consent, if there were any such thing to be 
found or known in remm nattird. But commonly they that 
call for right reason to decide any controversy, do mean 
their own. But this is certain, seeing right reason is not 
existent, the reason of some man or men must supply the 
place thereof ; and that man or men, is he or they, that 
have the sovereign power, as hath been already proved ; 
and consequently the civil laws are to all subjects the 
measures of their actions, whereby to determine, whether 
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they be riglit or wrong, profitable or unprofitable, virtuous 
or vicious ; and bj' them the use and definition of all names 
not agreed upon, and tending to controversy, shall be 
established 

To this implicit obedience of the subject to the sovereign, 
which, in Hobbes’ view, is the very condition of all good 
government, tlie great obstacle is found in llie fancied riclits 
of conscience, and these, accordingly, he would ruthlessly 
sweep awaj'. Amongst tlte ‘opinions, contrary to tltc peace 
of mankind, upon weak and false principles,’ which ' have 
nevertheless been so deeply rooted in them,’ he enumerates 
these : ‘ that men shall judge of what is lawful and unlawful, 
not by the law itself, but by their own consciences ; that is 
to say, by their own private judgments: that subjects sin 
in obeying the commands of the commonwealth, unless 
they themsclvc.s Iiave first judged them to be lawful : that 
their propriety in their riches is such, as to exclude tlie 
dominion which the commonwealth liath over the .same: 
that it is lawful for subjects to kill such as they call 
tyrants : that the sovereign power may be divided, and 
the likcV 

liut, if the will of the .sovereign is to be to the subject 
the only measure of right and wrong, is the sovereign him- 
self to be left without any rule, and to shape his actions 
simjdy by his arbitrary caprice ? No. To him the rule of 
right and wrong is given by the Laws of Nature, which are 
the Laws of God, though to God alone, and not to his sub- 
jects, is he responsible for acting in accordance with them. 
This position, though frequently ignored in popular state- 
ments of Hobbes’ system, is an essential part of his doc- 
trines, and is repeatedly insisted on. 

* De Corporc Politico^ Part ii, ch. to (Moles worth’s Etiition of HobLcs’ 
Works, English, vol. jv. pp. 22 226 ). 

* Leviathan, ch. 30. 
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‘ The office of the sovereign, be it a monarch or an 
assembly, consisteth in the end, for which he was trusted 
with the sovereign power, namely the procuration of the 
safety of the people ; to which he is obliged by the law 
of nature, and to render an account thereof to God, the 
author of that law, and to none but him h’ 

And, shortly afterwards, in the same chapter : 

‘ The safety of the people requircth further, from him, 
or them that have the sovereign power, that justice be 
equally administered to all degrees of people ; that is, that 
as well the rich and mighty, as poor and obscure persons, 
may be righted of the injuries done them ; so as the great 
may have no greater hope of impunity, when they do 
violence, dishonour, or any injury to the meaner sort, than 
when one of these docs the like to one of them : for in this 
consisteth equity; to which, as being a precept of the law 
of nature, a sovereign is as much subject, as any of the 
meanest of his people.’ 

In the treatise Dc Corpore Politico there is a passage in 
which these positions arc stated with peculiar distinctness : 

‘For the duty of a sovereign consisteth in the good 
government of the people. And although the acts of 
sovereign power be no injuries to the subjects who have 
consented to the same by their implicit wills, yet when 
they tend to the hurt of the people in general, they be 
breaches of the law of nature, and of the divine law; and 
consequently, the contrary acts are the duties of sovereigns, 
and required at their hands to the utmost of their endea- 
vour, by God Almighty, under the pain of eternal death 2.’ 


This IS, in brief, Hobbes’ system of Moral and Political 
Philosophy. The sense in which it is called an arbitrary 
system will be abundantly evident from what has already 


* L^viatliarii ch, 30, 


’ De Corpore Politico, ch. 9. 
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been said. To tlie subject tl.e mere arbilri,,,,, of tlie sove- 
reign IS the sole rule of conduct, thougli the sovereign Iiim- 
self IS placed under a Law of Nature, for obedience to 
which he is responsible to God. Tl,e system is al.so called 
a selfish system, because, whether in the ‘ state of nature ’ 
or in the ‘commonwealth,’ Hobbes recognises no feelings 
except those which are purely .self-regarding. The subject 
can only be expected to do what is right because he u ill 
c punished if he does wrong, and the ruler can only be 
expected to submit himself to the Laws of Nature because 
God Will punish him if he violates them. In conformity 
With these principles, he is driven to propotind what to the 
great majority of men must appear the most distorted and 
grotesque definitions of .some of those passions and affec- 
tions of our nature which have relation to others. ■ Sudden 
g ory is the passion which maketh those grimaces called 
La,, shier; and is caused either by some suddci. act of their 
onm that pleaseth them, or by the apirrehensioir of some 
deformed thing in another, by comparison whereof they 
suddenly applaud themselves.’ ‘ On the contrary, sudden 
dejection is the passion that causeth Weepiag ; and is 
caused by such accidents as suddenly take awaj- some- 
vehement hope or some prop of their power.' ‘ Grief for 
Ae calamity of another is Pity; and ariseth from the 
imagination that the like calamity may befall himself; and 
t erefore is called also Co,„passio„, and, in the phrase of 
this present time, a Fellaiu-Fceliag ‘ Good- Wilt or Cha,Hy 
IS simply the pleasant feeling which accrues to a man, when 
he perceives his own power to help others 

Similarly, every act of every man is dictated by a rerrard 
to his own interest. This is the case even with a gift : 

‘No man giveth, but with intention of good to himself; 
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because gift is voluntary, and of all voluntary acts, the 

object is to every man his own goodh’ 

‘Such,’ says Mackintosh ^ ‘were the expedients to which 
a man of the highest class of understanding was driven, in 
order to evade the admission of the simple and evident 
truth, that there are in our nature perfectly disinterested 
passions, which seek the well-being of others as their object 
and end, without looking beyond to self, or pleasure, or 
happiness. A proposition, from which such a man could 
attempt to escape only by such means, may be strongly 
presumed to be true.’ 

Hobbes’ doctrine on ‘Liberty and Necessity’ is not im- 
mediately connected with the other parts of his system, and 
we shall defer any mention of it till we come to treat 
expressly of that subject. 

In reviewing the above scheme of Human Nature and 
Society, the first thing that strikes us is its utterly un- 
historical character. Where is or ever was the ‘ state of 
nature' which Hobbes depicts? For in the ‘many places 
where they live so now®,’ he recognises, at least, ‘the 
government of small families,’ a fact which is utterly irre- 
concilcablc with his thcor)\ And what historical evidence 
is there, in the ease of any given nation, of the original 
‘ contract ^,’ by which men transferred their * natural rights ’ 
to the sovereign, and he, in turn, undertook their protec- 
tion ? But, even apart from the want of historical evidence, 
it seems strange that it should never have occurred to so 
acute a reasoncr to ask how it was that men who were 
repelled from one another by fear, and were in a constant 

‘ Leviathan, eh. 15. 

* Progress of Ethical Philosophy, Section 4. 

* Leviathan, eh. 13. 

^ Hobbes’ theory of the Original Contract may have been suggested by the 
hypothesis started by Glaucon in the Second Book of Plato's Republic, 
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state of internecine war. sliould have had the courage and 
mutual confidence to meet for such a purpose. 

Recent investigations, to which wc sliall frequently refer 
in the course of this work, have abundantly confirmed 
a theory of the origin of Society, already propounded by 
Aristotle and Plato ', which is diametrically the opposite 
of that of Hobbes. The ‘ commonwealth ’ was not made : 

^ 7 

>t grew. The original unit of societ)', so far as we can go 
back in the history of mankind % was the family; in time, 
the family expanded into the tribe, and the tribe, or an 
union of tribes, into the state. This was a gradual process, 
and there has never been any such marked and definite 
transition from the ‘state of nature’ to the 'common- 
wealth as that which Hobbes imagined. 

With the contract, the relations between so\'ereign and 
subject, so far as they arc founded on the idea of the con- 
tract, of course disappear. 

Not only, as it seems to us, does the absence of the 
historical point of view account for the theories of contract 
and of arbitrary power, which are two of the most distinc- 
tive features of Hobbes’ philosophy, but also for a third, 
which is no less distinctive, the resolution of all our feelings 
into self-love. Had not Hobbes started with an idea of 
a former ‘dissolute condition of mastcrless men’ in which 
every man was at war with every man,’ he could hardly 

‘ See the l irst Ikjok of Aristotle's Politics, and the Thiid Pook of Plato’s 
Laws, the latter of which anlicii^ilcs the theory afterwards developed by Aristolle. 

The theory maintained by Mr. McLennan (in his Primitive .Marriage) that 
in the oldest ty(>c of society to which we can go back, .os exemplified in still 
extant races, the tribe, and not the family, is the social unit, the family rela- 
tjoos. in the sense in which wc now understand them, having l^cn a subsequent 
development, docs not. in any material rcsi>cct, affect our argument. It is 
suffident for our purpose, if it be acknowleriged. .os Mr. M‘ Lennan docs dis- 
tinctly acknowledge, that man. so far as wc can go hack in the human record, 

was a ‘gregarious* animal. We shall recur to Mr. M' Lcunan’s position in 
trie chapter oo Sympathy, 


D 
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liavc devised a theory so entirely at variance with the facts 
of human nature and human life as the ‘selfish theory 
to which we have alluded. Certainly, had he recognised 
the family as the original unit of societj', he could hardly 
have failed to recognise also, as having existed in man 
from the first, the various feelings appropriate to that rela- 
tion, and to have perceived that, though his sympathies 
might be originally confined to the family circle, they were, 
at least, active within it. But starting with the idea that 
man was at first a solitary, and, in consequence, a purely 
selfish being, and not, like Hartley, recognising a principle 
of moral growth, he concluded that, however skilfully his 
feelings might be veiled, he was purely selfish still. It is 
then, as we conceive, to his singularly unhistorical mode 
of treatment that the graver defects of Hobbes’ system 
arc due. 

There are one or two other peculiarities in Hobbes’ 
speculations which are well worthy of attention. Living 
in times when men were suffering intensely from anarchy 
and repeated changes of government, in the very midst of 
fierce religious and political struggles which could be de- 
cided only by the arbitrament of the sword, it was his great 
practical aim to exalt the authority of law, to persuade 
men that it was better (nay, that it was their duty) to 
submit to any government, rather than to change it. But 
in the attempt to exalt the law, he depreciated the autho- 
rity of the individual conscience and the force of public 
opinion, and, as we shall hereafter have occasion to point 
out in the case of Bentham, failed to see that it is in the 
moral sentiment of the citizens that the law has its origin 
and can alone find its ultimate support. 

It is plain, moreover, from the cynical turn of mind dis- 
played in Hobbes’ writings, that he had no faith in human 
nature. Men might be compelled by fear of punishment 
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to live peacefully together, and to respect one anotlier's 

rights, but he had no idea that there was in human nature 

itself a latent capacity of improvement, and that men might 

be brought to do right spontaneously, and merely as a 

matter of preference. Of morality in the highest sense of 

the term, morality, tliat is to say, enforced solely by the 

action of a man’s own conscience, there is no trace in his 
system. 

Such arc some of the leading defects in Hobbes’ theory 
of man and society. They all have their root in the partial 
and imperfect view of human nature which he assumes at 
starting. liy his earlier opponents the charges usually 
brought against his system were that it rested morality 
solely on the accidental structure of man, as distinct from 
the eternal order of nature, tliat, consequently, it was rela- 
tive, namely relative to human nature, as opposed to abso- 
lute ; arbitrary, depending on the mere nature of man, as 
opposed to the nature of things ; fantastical, or founded 
in our own imaginations, as opposed to real or essential ; 
mutable as opposed to immutable ; temporary as opposed 
to eternal. The value of these criticisms we shall presently 
have an opportunity of estimating. It is sufficient here 
to observe that wc should ourselves rather sympathise with 
those opponents of Hobbes who, like Shaftesbury, Hutche- 
son, and Butler, regarded the great defect of his scheme as 
consisting not so much in its being founded on a mere 
view of human nature as in its being founded on an im- 
perfect and inadequate view of it. 

The speculations of Hobbes created English Moral Phi- 
losophy by antagonism. We now proceed to give some 
account of the more characteristic systems which were 

designed, in whole or in part, to furnish a confutatioii of 
his theories. ' 
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CUDWORTII AND CLARKE. 

Omitting Cumberland, whose criticism has not exerted 
any permanent influence on the history of Moral Theory, 
the antagonists of Hobbes may be divided into two classes, 
those who, like Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, would regard 
his theory as based on a partial and inadequate represent- 
ation of human nature, and those who would altogether 
reject his point of view, as being purely ‘arbitrary, and, 
as they would phrase it, founded on ‘ the particular con- 
stitution of man b’ The latter class of writers find in the 

‘ The arrangement we have adopted, it will at once be seen, is not a cluo- 
nological one. ^Ye believe it to be. on the whole, the most convenient for the 
study of the subject, though it would be impossible to point out any single 
principle on which it proceeds. The student must, of course, in each case, 
bear in mind the date of the writer and of the first publication of his prin- 
cipal works, for which purpose the following table will be found useful. 

Hobbes, b. 1588, d. 1679- The Treatise on Human Nature was written 
in 1640, but not published till 1650. The Leviathan was first pub- 
lished in 16.SI. 

Cudworlh, b. 1617, d. 1688, The Treatise on Etcnial and Immutable 
Morality was not published till 1731, though the work entitled ‘The 
Time Intellectual System of the Universe’ was published during his 
lifetime in 1678. 

Locke, b. 1632. d. 1704. The Essay on Human Understanding was first 
publiahcd in 1690. 

Shaftesbury, b. 1671, d 1713. Inquiry concerning Virtue, 1699. 

Clarke, b. 1675, d. 1729. Boyle Lectures 1704-5 (published in 1705-6). 

Mandeville, b. 1670 a^ut, d. 1733. The poem entitled ‘The Gmmbling 
Hive, or Knaves turned Honest' was published in 1714. On this he 
afterwards wrote remarks, and published the whole under the title of 
‘The Fable of the Bees' in 1723. A second volume, with the same 
title, was published in 1728. 

Hutcheson, b. 1694, d. 1747. Inquiry into the Nature of Beauty and Virtue, 
1725. Treatise on the Passions, 1728. 

Butler, b. 1692, d. 1752. Sermons, 1725. Dissertation on the Nature of 
Virtue, published as an Appendix to the Analogy in 1736. 

Hartley, b. 1705, d, 1757. Observations on Man, 1749. 

Hume, b. 17*1, d. 1776. Treatise of Human Nature, 1738. Enquiry con- 
cerning the Piinciples of Morals, 1751. 

Price, b. 1723. d. 1791. Essay on Moral Good and Evil, 1757. 



RcDbon that element which unites man with the rest of 
the Intelligible Universe (God and intermediate intclli- 
gcnccs'i, and hence it is to the Reason alone, as they 
conceive, that we must look- for the ultimate grounds and 
justification of morality. Cudworth, Clarke, and Price arc 
the most prominent members of this school, a school 
which is sometimes known as the ‘ Rational School.’ 

Cudworth’s system admits of a brief and ca.sy statc- 
nient. The main thesis of his ‘Treatise concerning Kternal 
and Immutable Morality’ is that there exist in the mind 
of man a number of ideas (vo^jiara) entirely independent 
of sense and matter, not derived from the external world, 
either directly or indirectly, but part of the furniture, sj 
to speak, of the mind itself. These ideas arc immutable, 
for they arc common to all minds, being of the verj^ 
nature or essence of mind, so tliat it would be a contra- 
diction in terms to speak of any mind as being without 
them. Moreover, they arc eternal, for they liavc existed 
from all eternity in the mind of God, even when there 
was no other mind in existence. Amongst these ideas 
arc the ideas of ‘Moral Good and Evil, Just and Unjust,’ 
which arc, therefore, eternal and immutable, not ‘alterable 

by mere Will or Opinion,’ even though that Will be the 
Will of God himself. 

From this it is evident that his only practical tc.st of 
the character of an action must be conformity with the 


Adam Sm.lh, >. Theory of Moral .Scnlimcnls. ,759. 

Ahraham 1 ucher. h. 1:05. ci. The earlier volumes of -The Light of 

Nature pursuerl (containing the chapters bearing on Morals) were pub- 
lish«l ID 1768. the later volumes after his death ^ I uu- 

. Kri,ihderpraMischcoVemu«n.i7.^ 

Sam 7 ^^’ ‘r Elements of Moral and Political Philosophy. 1 785. 



CLARKE. 


38 

eternal and immutable ideas of Moral Good and Evil 
existing in the mind. No sooner does man observe an 
action, than he refers it to one or other of these ideas. 
Speaking of the differences between men and brutes in 
their obser\'ation of external objects, he says : 

‘For the man hath certain Moral Anticipations and Sig- 
natures stamped inwardly upon his Soul, which makes him 
presently take notice of whatsoever symbolises with it in 
Corporeal Things’ (as, for instance, in ‘ the Signatures of 
Morality in the Countenances of men and their Pictures’); 
‘but the Brute hath none.’ 

If this theory be true, there ought never to be the 
slightest difficulty in pronouncing on the moral character 
of an action, nor, inasmuch as the ideas of moral good 
and evil are common to all men and identical in all, ought 
there to be the slightest divei^cnce in the moral senti- 
ments of mankind. The fact that this is not the case, 
and is very far from being the case, is a sufficient refu- 
tation of Cudworth’s theory. 

Clarke’s system, which is less simple and intelligible 
than that of Cudworth, may, notwithstanding some incon- 
sistencies in his work *, perhaps be summarily stated as 
follows ; There exist certain eternal and immutable dif- 
ferences, relations, or proportions between various things, 
and, similarly, between various actions, persons, and cir- 
cumstances ; as, in the intellectual sphere, these differences 
constitute what is true or false, so, in the moral sphere, 
they constitute what is good or evil ; moreover, in both 
spheres alike, these relations or differences are apprehended 

‘ Clarke’s ethical doctrines are chiefly to be found in his ‘Evidences of 
Natural and Revealed Religion,* though there are also some passages bearing 
on these questions in the ‘ Demonstration of the Being and Attributes of God.' 
The two works, which were delivered in consecutive years as Boyle Lectures, 
are usually published in the same volume, under the title of • Clarke on the 
Attributes.’ 
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by the Reason and. if it were not for the sinister influ- 
ence of the Affections operating on the Will, we could 
no more act contrary to an acknowledged moral truth, 
than we could refuse to accept a mathematical demon- 
stration. 

That there are moral as well as mathematical relations, 
of course, admits of no doubt, but the author failed to 
see that any deductions from mathematical relations admit 
of being stated absolutely, are true under all conceivable 
circumstances, and arc in no way dependent on tlic consti- 
tution of human nature, while any deductions from moral 
relations, if stated accurately, must be stated with numerous 
qualifications, are frequently true only under certain special 
circumstances, and, so far as we can see, would many of 
them have no meaning except in reference to the special 
constitution and circumstances of man. Thus, there are 
certain relations between the angles of a plane triangle, 
from which we deduce the conclu.sion that their sum is 
equal to two right angles. Under no circumstances can 
we conceive the reverse of this conclusion being true. But 
there is also a certain relation between a benefactor and 
the object of his benefit. From this relation wc deduce 
the conclusion that the person benefitted ouglit to be ready 
to return the kindness. But surely this conclusion would 
not necessarily hold good at the expense of veracity or 
honesty or the claims of near relations or other benefactors. 
Moreover, it is quite possible to conceive other intelligent 


By the •Reason.’ Cuflworlli invariably means what by writers who a.iont 
an n /r,or, theory of morals is frequently called the ■intuitive' reason, but 
the distmct.on Ix-twccn the so.c.-ilkri • intuitive ' and the so-called - discursive’ 
cason docs not apjx-ar to have occurred to Clarke, and. consequently, we are 

\ it* Being 

By a course of ratiocination, 
term c°f>*Bintly baffled by his vague use of 
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beings incapable of giving or receiving benefits, In which 
case the precept would have no meaning. 

The following passage will give some idea of Clarke’s 
position and mode of treatment : 

‘That there are different relations of things one towards 
another, is as certain as that there arc different things in 
the world. That from these different relations of different 
things, there necessarily arises an agreement or disagree- 
ment of some things to others, or a fitness or unfitness of 
the application of different things or different relations one 
to another, is likewise as certain, as that there is any dif- 
ference in the nature of things, or that different things do 
exist. Further, that there is a fitness or suitableness of 
certain circumstances to certain persons, and an unsuitablc- 
ncss of others, founded in the nature of things and the 
qualifications of persons, antecedent to will and to all arbi- 
trary or positive appointment whatsoever, must unavoid- 
ably be acknowledged by every one who will not affirm 
that ’tis equally fit and suitable, in the nature and reason 
of things, that an innocent being should be extremely and 
eternally miserable, as that it should be free from such 
misery. There is therefore such a thing as fitness and 
unfitness, eternally, necessarily and unchangeably, in the 
nature and reason of things. Now what these relations of 
things absolutely and necessarily are in themselves, that 
also they appear to be, to the understanding of all intel- 
ligent beings, except those only, who understand things 
to be what they are not. that is, whose understandings are 
either very imperfect or very much depraved. And by this 
understanding or knowledge of the natural and necessary 
relations of things, the actions likewise of all intelligent 
beings are constantly directed (which by the by is the 
true ground and foundation of all morality), unless their 
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will be corrupted by particular interest or affection, or 
swaj'cd by some unreasonable and prevailing lust 

This theory respecting the grounds of moral distinctions 
supplies Clarke with an apparently easy method of deter- 
mining the various duties of man— a method which is 
highly commended by lJutIcr in the introduction to his 
Sermons, though never actually adopted by liim in prac- 
tice’^. Tills method Clarke himself applies to the con- 
struction of the main branches of duty (duties to God, 
&c.) ; remarking that all the more special duties may 
easily be derived from these. 

God is all-powerful ; he possesses all moral attributes 
in perfection ; we arc weak and frail and impotent to do 
good by our own unaided strength. God is moreover 
our Creator— we arc his creatures. This is the relation 
in which we stand to God, and from this relation, which 
is as plain and unmistakeablc to every unprejudiced mind 
as the relations of numbers or geometrical figures to each 
other, our duties to God may easily be deduced. 

It is our duty to honour and obej' him who possesses 
all power and authority: to love Iiini who has given us 
life and every good thing tliat we enjoy: to trust in him 
who is unchangeably true, and to offer praise and thanks- 

' On the Being and Attributes of God, Prop. xii. 

* There arc two ways in which the subject of morals may l>c la-ntcd. One 
begins from inquiring into tiie abstract relations of thijigs : the other from 
a malltT of fact, namely, what the particular n-nturc of mati is. its several part.s, 
their economy or constitution ; from whence it procewls to dclcrminc what 
course of life it is. which is correspondent to this whole nature. In the former 
method the conclusion is expressed thus, ih.it vice is contrar>- to the nature 
and reason of things: in the latter, that it is a riolalion or Lre.ikii.g in upon 
our own nature. Thus they both lead its to the same thing, our oblig.ations 
to the practice of virtue; and thus they exceedingly strengthen an<l enforce 
each other, nic first seems the most direct formal proof, and in some respects 
the least liable to cavil and dispute: the latter is in a peculiar manner 
adapted to satisfy a fair mind ; and is more easily applicable to the several 
particular relations and circumstances in life.’ Preface to Butler’s Sermons. 
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to him wlio protects us by his providence. These 
duties arc as plain and conspicuous as the shining of the 
sun at noon, and it is the greatest folly and perversity 
to disregard a duty which arises necessarily from the rela- 
tion of the Creator to his creatures. It is the very same 
folly as to deny that a whole is greater than its parts, 
or that an effect is independent of its cause. As the 
natures of things and their consequent relations deter- 
mine what is right and fit for man to do, i. e. the rule of 
right, they supply also an obligation of the most direct 
and formal character to the practice of it. The original 
obligation of all is, he says, the eternal reason of things. 

This obligation is absolute, and would be complete in 
the absence of all others. It constitutes what is called 
moral obligation in the strict sense of the word, all other 
obligations having a secondary and subsidiary authority, 
and being necessary only to confirm and enforce the pri- 
mary one. It is through the understanding that these 
abstract relations of things act upon the will. They force 
the assent of the understanding, and this bare intellectual 
assent, without the aid of any feeling, interest, or prospec- 
tive pleasure, should be sufficient to determine the will in 
all intelligent natures. For the will to refuse obedience 
to the understanding is the very same ^t^surdity or per- 
yersity as for the understanding to refuse to recognise 
abstract truth when placed before it. Vice and folly are 
the same things, and both indicate defective intelligence. 
The reasons of things are the sole source of action in 
intelligent beings. 

God himself, though free to act as he pleases, does 
nothing of mere will or arbitrariness. He obliges himself 
in his government of the world to respect the order he 
has made. The natures and relations of things exercise 
over his will a kind of moral compulsion or necessity (i. e. 
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.111 influence as certain and constant as if the)' exercised 
an absolute nccessit)''. and would influence our will in the 
same manner, were \vc not swayed b)- arbitral)’ humours 
and irregular passions, by private interest or present or 
prospective pleasures. 

The most conspicuous defect in writers of this class 
generally is the absence of an historical treatment of the 
subject. No attempt is made to trace the growth and 
history of moral ideas, or to compare one stage of moral 
progress with another. Most of the peculiarities of their 
mode of viewing the subject are traceable to the same 
cause ; namcl)% the neglect of the inductive method gene- 
rally, and particularly of the comparative and historical 
branch of it. Moral distinctions which seemed obvious 
and even necessary to them and to their contemporaries 
are not unnaturally regarded by some of them as good 
in themselves,' and calculated to command the assent of 
all reasonable beings at all times and under all circum- 
stances, and only failing to do so by reason of negligence 
or perversity in individuals or in wliole generations of 
mankind ; while by others they were regarded as a neces- 
sary part of the endowments of reason as such. Hence, 
too, the abstract method of treatment which distinguishes 
tlic w'orks of these writers. They have no sound theor)’ 
of the feelings or emotional clement in human nature, and 
therefore fail to discover its influence both on our moral 
judgments and on the will. To refer morality to feeling, 
whether in the case of ourselves or others, is w'ith them 
to make it relative and human, a mere arbitrary thing 
dependent on an implanted bias — on the particular and 
accidental structure of humanity ; necessary it may be for 
man, but not for all intelligent existence, i. c. intelligence 
as such. By referring it to reason only — reason unbiassed 
by affection, pure reason, impersonal reason, universal 
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reason — they seek to give it an absolute autliority, and 
to make it valid alike for man and all intelligent crea- 
tures, liowcver differently constituted in other respects. 
Morality on this view, it is thought, raises man above 
himself, his own nature and constitution, and brings him 
into relation with another world and a higher order of 
beings, in whom reason alone is both a law and motive 
of action. 

They have, doubtless, been led to these results by their 
unwillingness to place morality on any a posteriori basis ; 
and hence they have themselves been led to place it on 
a foundation extremely insecure. They have fallen back 
on metaphysical or transcendental theories, current perhaps 
at the moment, but incapable of retaining a permanent 
hold on the minds of men, especially in a scientific age. 
The feeling indeed which some of these writers have shown 
for morality, though exaggerated and vaguely expressed, is 
extremely interesting, and will always give their writings 
a- certain value. But still, after all. their theory is meta- 
physical and unscientific. The eternal differences of things, 
the universal reason, the intelligible world, &c., are 
causes or explanations which admit of no verification, and 
which, therefore, leave morality without any solid founda- 
tion or justification. Theories of this kind have, it is true, 
had a temporar>^ value, as a protest against the primitive 
and imperfect conclusions of more scientific methods, and, 
consequently, as driving men back to a re-examination 
of crude and partial hypotheses. Historically they are no 
doubt interesting, but they have no permanent or scientific 
importance. 

Hutcheson. 

A system of a totally different kind was opposed to the 
speculations of Hobbes by Shaftesbury and Hutcheson. 
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What has been called the Rational School maintained tliat 
morality is founded in the intuitions or deductions of 
Reason. What is called the Moral-Seii.sc School maintains, 
on the other hand, that moral and immoral acts are dis- 
criminated by a special sense, ‘implanted’ in us for tiiis 
purpose. Shaftesbury, though a far more graceful and 
interesting writer, is inferior to Hutcheson both in compre- 
hension of his subject and in definiteness of statement. It 
will be sufficient, therefore, if we sketch briefly the leading 
principles of the latter writer. 

Hobbes had maintained that all our actions have their 
ultimate source in self-love. In opposition to this it is 
maintained by Hutcheson that many of our actions spriiv’’ 
solely from a regard to others, and that, in fact, this is the 
case with all those of which, on reflection, we approve, 
*1 he only (piality, either in our own actions or in those 
of others, which commends itself to our approbation is 
their benevolence or unselfishness. 

■If,’ says he, in the Enquiry concerning Moral Good and 
Evil'. *wc e.xamine all the actions which arc counted 
amiable anywhere, and cnejuire into the grounds upon 
which they are approved, we shall find, that in the 
opinion of the person who approves them, they always 
appear as benevolent, or flowing from love of otliers, and 
a study of their happiness, whether the approver be one 
of the persons beloved, or profited, or not; so that all 
those kind affections which incline us to make others 
happy, and all actions supposed to flow from such affec- 
tions, appear morally good, if while they are benevolent 
toward some persons, they be not pernicious to others. 
Nor shall we find any thing amiable in any action what- 
soever, where there is no benevolence imagined ; nor 
in any disposition, or capacity, which is not supposed 

^ Seel. 3. ad init. 
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applicable to, and designed for benevolent purposes. Nay, 
as was before observed, the actions which in fact are 
exceedingly useful, shall appear void of moral beauty, if 
we know they proceeded from no kind intentions toward 
others; and yet an unsuccessful attempt of kindness, or 
of promoting public good, shall appear as amiable as the 
most successful, if it flowed from as strong benevolence.’ 

Consistently with this view, we are told, somewhat 
further on in the same section, that ‘Actions which flow 
solely from Self-Love, and yet evidence no want of Bene- 
volence, having no hurtful effects upon others, seem per- 
fectly indifferent in a moral sense, and neither raise the 
Love or Hatred of the observer’.’ 

This quality in actions and states of mind is approved 
immediately by a special sense, called by Hutcheson, 
appropriating what is apparently a casual expression in 
Shaftesbury, the ‘Moral Sense*.’ 

The nature of this ‘ Sense’ will be apparent from the 
following passages, which might be multiplied almost in- 
definitely ; 

‘His’ (the Author's) ‘principal design is to shew, “That 
human nature was not left quite indifferent in the affair 
of virtue, to form to itself observations concerning the 
advantage or disadvantage of actions, and accordingly to 
regulate its conduct.” The weakness of our reason, and 
the avocations arising from the infirmity and necessities 
of our nature, are so great, that very few men could ever 

* There aie one or hvo passages in Hutcheson's works, where he acknow- 
ledges that a man may justly regard himself os a part of the rational system, 
and may thus ‘ be. in part, an object of his own benevolence.' These, how- 
ever, hardly aflcct the statement of his general theory. 

* Shaftcsbuiy uses this expression not in the margin alone, as Dr. Whewell 
seems to intimate, but once also in the text: ‘ For notwithstanding a man may 
through custom, or by licentiousness of practice, favoured by atheism, come 

in time to lose much of his natural moral sense; yet,' a:c. Enquiry concern- 
ing Virtue, bk. i. part 3. § 2. 
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liavc formed those long deductions of reason, which shew 
some actions to be in tlie wliolc advantageous to the 
agent, and their contraries pernicious. The autlior of 
nature has mucli better furnished us for a \irtuous con- 
duct, than our moralists seecn to imagine, by almost as 
quick and powerful instructions as we have for the pre- 
serv'ation of our bodies. He has made Virtue a lov'elv 
form, to c.xcite our pursuit of it ; and has gi\ en us strong 
affections to be the springs of each virtuous action 

‘The other opinion’ (speaking of his own, in opposi- 
tion to that of Hobbes) ‘is tliis, “That we have not only 
self-love, but benevolent affections also towards others, 
in various degrees, making’ us desire their ha[)pincss as 
an ultimate end, without any view to private happiness ; 
that we have a moral sense or determination of our mind, 
•to approve every kind affection either in ourselves or 
others, and all publicly useful actions which we imagine 
flow from such affection, without our having a vieu to our 
private happiness, in our approbation of these actions V” 

In the Introduction to the Inquiry concerning Moral 
Good and Evil, he proposes for proof the following thesis : 

‘ That some actions have to men an immcihatc Good- 
ness ; or that by a superior Sense^ which I call a Moral 
one, we approve the actions of others, and perceive them 
to be their Perfection and Dignity, and are determined 
to love the Agent ; a like Perception we have in reflecting 
on such actions of our own, without anj’ view of natural 
advantage from them.’ 

This author’s theory, then, contains two main positions. 


' Inquiry into the Ori^jinal of our ide.ns of Beauty anti \‘irtuc. in T«o 
Treatises. Introduce ion . 

Illustrations upon the Moral Sense. Introduction. 

This slatcmciil U taken from the fifth ciJition. In some of the earlier 
editions it is »tal«l less fully. 
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both of tliem probably suggested, in the first instance, by 
his antagonism to Hobbes, but the latter bringing him 
into more direct conflict with the School of Cudworth and 
Clarke tlian with any direct statements to be found in 
Hobbes’ writings. The first of these positions is, as we 
have seen, that, so far from man being a purely selfish 
being, the only actions which merit or receive moral appro- 
bation are those which aim at the good of others. Amiable 
«as this theory is, it is almost as gross an exaggeration as 
that of Hobbes. Surely Temperance, Cleanliness, Pru- 
dence, Self-Respect arc as much, and as justly, objects 
of approbation as Kindliness, Beneficence, and Mercy. 
The existence and welfare of society are as much de- 
pendent on the one set of qualities as on the other. 
And, as a matter of fact, we find that they are equally 
acknowledged to be so. 

Hutcheson's second position will be abundantly dis- 
cussed in the sequel of this work. It will be sufficient 
here to state that we regard the expression ‘Sense’ as 
misleading, both by suggesting an immcdiatencss in the 
approving process, which is not, and certainly ought not 
to be, invariably found in it, and by tending to keep out 
of sight the supreme necessity of educating the moral 
faculty, and, from time to time, of reviewing its decisions. 
In both these respects, there occur isolated passages in 
Hutcheson’s writings, guarding against misconception, but 
these passages are rare, and there can be little doubt 
that a careless reader might carry away the impression 
that the author supposed him to have been furnished by 
nature, once for all, with an immediate and infallible 
arbiter on questions of right and wrong. Moreover, we 
should demur to the special character ascribed to this 
‘Sense’ or faculty, for, as we shall hereafter endeavour 
to shew, its decisions seem to arise necessarily, though 
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often by a complicated and circuitous route, out of tlie 
operations of the reason and the gratification or disap- 
pointment of the sympathetic and self-regarding feelings. 
A faculty, the growth of which can be explained and 
verified, ought not to be assumed to be a separate ‘ Sense.' 
But, witli this author, the multiplication of special senses 
seems to be alike unlimited and arbitrary. 

Before closing this brief account of Hutcheson, it should 
be noticed that, on one point of prime importance, both 
he and Shaftesbury, though somewhat obscurely and with 
considerable inconsistencies in detail, and probably with- 
out themselves fully seeing the importance of their posi- 
tion, anticipated a doctrine which was afterwards so clearly 
and emphatically propounded by Hume. This point is 
the Moral Standard or Criterion of Right and Wrong. 
Superficial readers often imagine that, with Shaftesbury 
and Hutcheson, this standard is the Moral Sense. Tlic 
Moral Sense, however, is only the judging faculty; the 
standard or criterion by which it judges is the tendency 
of actions to promote the public good. 

‘Having once,’ says Shaflcsbur>' ‘the Good of our 
Species or Public in view, as our end or aim, 'tis im- 
possible we should be misguided by any means to a false 
Apprehension or Sense of Right or Wrong.’ 

‘ That we may sec,’ says Hutcheson •, ‘ how love, or bene- 
volence, is the foundation of all apprehended excellence in 
social virtues, let us only observe. That amidst the diver- 
sity of sentiments on this head among various sects, this is 
still allowed to be the way of deciding the controversy 
about any disputed practice, viz. to enquire whether this 
conduct, or the contrary, will most effectually promote the 
public good. The morality is immediately adjusted, when 

‘ Enquiry concerning Virtue, Bk. i. Pail § a, 

* Enquiry concerning Mora! Good and Evil, sccl. 3. 

E 
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the natural tendency, or influence of the action upon the 
universal natural good of mankind is agreed upon. That 
which produces more good than evil in the whole, is 
acknowledged good ; and what docs not, is counted evil. 
In this case, we no other way regard the good of the actor, 
or that of those wlio are thus enquiring, than as they make 
a part of the great system. In our late debates about pas- 
sive obedience, and the right of resistance in defence of 

privileges, the point disputed among men of sense was, 

• 

“whether universal submission would probably be attended 
with greater natural evils, than temporary insurrections, 
when privileges are invaded ; and not, whether what tended 
in the whole to the public natural good was also morally 
good?”’ 

And, subseqently in the same section, he sums up an 
enquiry as to what constitutes the moral qualities of 
actions, in language almost precisely identical with that 
employed in the earlier works of Bentham : — ‘ That action 
is best, which procures the greatest happiness for the 
greatest numbers; and that worst, which, in like manner, 
occasions misery.’ 

Another important point in Moral Theory which is 
justly estimated by Hutcheson, and for which he has 
earned the special commendation of Adam Smith’, is 
the relation of the Reason to the Affections, though it 
is not so much in his account of Moral Approbation, 
as might be gathered from the words of Adam Smith, as 
in his account of Moral Action, that this relation is 
insisted on. Ethical writers would have been spared 
much needless controversy, if they had seen clearly that 

‘ * Dr. Hutcheson had the merit of being the first who distin^ished. with 
any degree of precision, in what respect all moral distinctions may be said to 
arise from reason, and in what respect they are founded upon immediate sense 
and feeling.’ Adam Smith's Moral Sentiments, Part vii. sect. 3. ch. 2. 
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reason never excites to action . that reason nia}' ck'\ i'^e 

means, but that it is always some desire or affection 

which prompts to ends. This is well and frequently 

stated by Hutcheson: '^Men have Reason given them to 

judge of tile tendencies of their actions, that ihev ma\’ 

' * * 

not stupidly follow the first appearance of public good ; 
hut it is still some appearance of Good which they pur- 
sue*. And. again, in the first section of the ‘ Illustrations 
upon the Moral Sense,’ where he treats c.xpressly of this 
subject, he says pointedly: ‘Though we have instincts 
determining us to desire ends, without supposing any pre- 
vious reasoning ; yet it is by use of our reason that we 
find out the means of obtaining our end.s.‘ Even in liis 
account of the mental process succeeding action, or the 
act of moral approbation, though his theory of the Moral 
Sense leads him to dwell almost exclusively on the emo- 
tional side of the process, he seems by no means uncon- 
scious that it lias a rational side as well. The following 
brief sentence might be taken as a summary of his more 
matured speculations on this head: 'Now we shall find 
that all exciting reasons prc-suj)posc instincts and affec- 
tions; and the justifying pre-suppose a moral scnsc^’ 


The writings of Hutcheson arc specially interesting in 
relation to the authors who succeeded him. Price stands 
in direct, and Butler in partiaP, antagonism to him. On 
tile other liand, it is j>lain that Hume’s speculations were 
based, to a very considerable extent, on tiiose of Hut- 
cheson, which consequently, through Hume, must have 

exerted an influence on Bentham and the so-called 
Utilitarian School. 


' En(|uiry concerning Moral Cowl and Evil. seel. 4. 

* Illustrations upon the Moral Sense, sect. i. 

See especially liutlcr*s Dissertation on the Nature of Virtue. 
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Butler. 

Like the other writers whom we have noticed, Butler 
assumes that the science of morals has an existence inde- 
pendent of theology’, and, like Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, 
finds the ultimate ground of moral distinctions in the 
make or constitution of human nature itself. The Con- 
science he invariably regards as supplying a complete 
moral obligation, quite apart from the religious sanction. 
Moreover, the religious affections are, with him, simply the 
moral affections directed to an adequate, instead of an 
inadequate, and a supreme, instead of a subordinate, object. 
* Religion,’ he says in the Sermon on the Love of God, 

‘ does not demand new affections, but only claims the 
direction of those you already have, those affections you 
daily feel ; though unhappily confined to objects, not 
altogether unsuitable, but altogether unequal to them. We 
only represent to you the higher, the adequate objects of 
those very faculties and affections.’ 

The various places in which Butler delineates the con- 
stitution of human nature are by no means consistent 
with each other, but the theory which seems most accu- 

In a role to Part i. ch. 6 of the Analogy, there is a passage which is 
important as stating definitely and distinctly what in the Sermons, where he 
treats especially of moral questions, is implied throughout. ‘ However, I am 
far from intending to deny, that the will of God is determined by what is 
fit, by the right and reason of the case ; though one chooses to decline 
matters of such abstract speculation, and to speak with cautioix when one does 
speak of them. But if it be inteUigible to say, that it is fit and reasonable for 
every one to consult his own happiness, then, fitness of action, or the right 
and reason of the case, is an intelligible manner of speaking. And it seems 
as inconceivable, to suppose God to approve one course of action, or one end, 
preferably to another, which yet his acting at all from design implies that he 
does, without supposing somewhat prior in that end to be the ground of the 
preference ; as to suppose him to discern an abstract proposition to be true, 
without supposing somewhat prior in it to be the ground of the discernment.’ 
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ratcly to represent bis views may be described as follows. 
A\c have, 1st, several particular appetites, passions, and 
affections, each having its appropriate object * ; 2nd, the 
general principles of benevolence and rational self-love, 
having for their objects respectively the good of others 
and the good of ourselves ; 3rd, at the head of this hier- 
archy, the principle of conscience or rcHection, which is 
■ in kind and in nature supreme over all others, and which 
bears its own authority of being so.’ What is most dis- 
tinctive of this thcor>^ is the conception of the nature 
and office of conscience. Its office is supreme. More- 
over, it depends for its credentials on no other part of 
human nature. It carries its own authority with it. ‘ You 
cannot form a notion of this faculty, conscience, without 
taking m judgment, direction, superintendency. This is 
a constituent part of the idea, that is, of the faculty 
Itself; and to preside and govern, from the very economy 
and constitution of man, belongs to it. Had it strength, 
as It has right ; had it power, as it has manife.st authority, 
It would absolutely govern the world V ‘Your obliga- 
tion to obey this law, is its being the law of your nature. 
That your conscience approves of and attests to such a 
course of action, is itself alone an obligation’.’ Again, 
it acts immediately, and is, apparently, an equally trust- 
worthy guide in all men. ‘Let any plain, honest man, 
before he engages in any course of action, ask himself. Is 
this I am going about right, or is it wrong? Is it good, 
or IS It evil? I do not in the Ica.st doubt but that thi.s 


rhui. m tlie nth Sermon, he says: - Every m.m hath a general desire nf 
ftis own happiness: and likewise a variety of p.-uticular affections, passions 

and appetites to particular external objects The principle we cill self-love 

nwr seeks anything external for the sake of the thing, but only as a means 

• parHcuIar affections rest in the external things them* 

* Sermon ii. , .. 

* Sermon lu 
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question would be answered agreeably to truth and virtue, 
by almost any fair man in almost any circumstance'.’ 
Lastly, this principle admits of no analysis, or, at all 
events, Butler docs not care to analyse it. It may be 
called ‘conscience, moral reason, moral sense, or divine 
reason;’ it may be ‘considered as a sentiment of the 
understanding, or as a perception of the heart, or, which 
seems the truth, as including both Most frequently 
the synonym employed for Conscience is Reflection. 

Of this theory it may be remarked, in the first place, 
that, while it is essentially opposed to the theory of 
Hobbes, it results from the application of the same method, 
namely, that of self-introspection. In this respect, as well 
as in the place which it assigns to the affections, the 
opposition offered to Hobbes by Butler differs diametri- 
cally from that offered by Cudworth and Clarke. Butler 
meets Hobbes on his own ground. He docs not call in 
question his mode of procedure but he disputes the special 
observations which he makes and the special inferences 
which he draws. The elements of Human Nature which 
Hobbes confounds, Butler distinguishes, and, consequently, 
he is able to account for certain ethical phenomena in a 
far more direct and natural manner than is his antagonist. 

It may be remarked, secondly, that Conscience, as un- 
derstood by Butler, is not the enlightened and educated 
conscience of the man who has reflected on the grounds 
and consequences of human actions, but the untutored 
conscience of any ordinary unreflecting person, in fact of 
the plain, honest man.’ That the conscience admits of 
education, and that the uneducated conscience is a very 
inadequate guide, are considerations of which Butler takes 
no heed. This defect is undoubtedly due to the fact that 
he attempts no analysis of the faculty to which he assigns 

Sermon iii. a Dksertation on the Nature of Virtue. 
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such supreme importance. Ho fails to see that, in tlie 
ca.se of ordinary’ men, the conscience is simplv llic acrerre- 
pate of those moral ideas and feelings which lia\‘c been 
derived partly from personal experience, part))’ from the 
accumulated experience of mankind, transmitted from ape 
to age, and impressed on the individual by the various 
influences which together constitute his education — by 
example, by parental authority, by the influence, direct 
and indirect, of his family, his friends, society, law, by 
literature and by religious instruction and discipline. It 
is the conscientious feeling of one who has never asked 
himself how the rules of conduct he has been taught to 
respect and venerate have sprung up, who has never 
attempted to enquire into their reasons, or to trace their 
grouth, liistorj', and variations. The feeling can give no 
account or justification of it.scif. For this it must fall 
back on the higher philosophical intelligence, which is 
as necessary, in the last resort, to determine what is 
right and good as it is to determine what is true. The 
dccLsions of Reason arc often out of harmony with those 
of Conscience, as it exists in its unenlightened form, 
but, by amalgamating with them and correcting them, 
they constitute the enlightened conscience of the man 
who acts from reflection as well as feeling. 

But, though Conscience is not absolute in its moral 
judgments, as Butler and others appear to represent it, 

It IS of the utmost importance for the jjractical purposes 
of life that Its authority should not be too much ques- 
tioned or weakened. On most occasions we have no 
time to test the dictates of conscience, and on these 
occasions our only course is to obey without scruple. 

he impulses of passion should never be allowed to over- 
power the voice of conscience, but, though in the moment 
01 action we ought always to listen to conscience, the 
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conscience to which we listen should be one which has 
been previously examined, corrected, and enlightened. 

Tlic opposition which was encountered by some of the 
earlier attempts to analyse conscience was doubtless due 
to the idea that by robbing it of its mystery they weak- 
ened its authority. Most of the analysts had themselves 
to blame for this belief. The language they used was 
calculated to convey the impression that their own sen- 
sibility on the subject of morals was somewhat impaired 
by the explanation they were able to give of them. The 
moral feeling they express, though more distinct and defi- 
nite, is less exalted than that of their adversaries, and in 
some cases they give grounds for the belief that they 
intended to place moral obligation on a lower founda- 
tion than that which is assigned to it cither in popular 
language or by the majority of moralists. 

A third remark which may be made on the system of 
Butler is that it confines itself to self-introspection, that 
is, to the observation of the individual nature. It makes 
no attempt to compare human nature under a variety 
of circumstances, in different times and nations, in dif- 
ferent stages of individual or national development, and 
the like. It appears to take for granted that human 
nature is always alike, and, as it notes no ethical varieties, 
it of course can make no attempt to account for them, 
to trace the laws, assign the causes, and define the limits 
of variation. Hence it is that in the • speculations of 
Butler we find no mention of any external standard or 
criterion. As he recognises no variety in the moral 
feelings, he feels no need of a test by which to discri- 
minate between them. 

Connected, moreover, with this assumption of the iden- 
tity of the moral nature in all men is Butler’s application 
of the theory of final causes to morals. It is constantly 



Hi ME. 


57 


assumed, as, for instance, in the Sermons on Resentment 
and Compassion, that our various affections were implanted 
in us by God, just as they arc, that they have had no 
histor)', no growth, and have undergone no adaptations 
to the wants and external surroundings of man. It is 
this purely statical view, tliis absence of tlic idea of 
growth, wliich in fact accounts for most of the errors or 
deficiencies in Butler's treatment of Ethics. 


IIUMl'.. 

These defects in the metliod of Butler arc no lonircr 
apparent in the speculations of Ilunie whose 'Enquiry 
concerning the Principles of Morals' was published within 
a few years of Butler’s Sermons. Hume’s method, like 
Butlers, is wholly inductive, but, instead of appealing 
solely to self-introspection, it is based on the observation 
and comparison of various types of character and senti- 
ment, collected from the different ages and countries of 
the world, as well as on the registration of individual 
experiences. His tendency, in fact, is rather to c.xagge- 
ratc the variation of moral sentiments, than to overlook 
it. Given a wide diversity of moral opinion and feeling, 
the problem with him is to discover what circumstances 
are common to those qualities and actions which men 
praise or blame. There is, he conceives, only one cir- 
cumstance common to tlic objects of our approbation, 
namely, the fact that they arc regarded as being cither 
useful or agreeable cither to ourselves or others, and, 
similarly, to the objects of our disapprobation there is 
only one circumstance common, namely, the fact that 
they arc regarded as having a contrary tendency. A little 
reflection will shew that Hume’s formula, if true, admits 
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of a much more simple expression. The agreeable is that 
whicli affords immediate pleasure. The useful is that 
which, in its ultimate results, either diminishes pain or 
adds to the stock of pleasures. The one circumstance, 
therefore, which merits approbation, might be described 
as that which is regarded as conducing to the happiness 
cither of ourselves or of others. Hume passes in review 
the various virtues, or qualities whicli are esteemed 
amongst mankind, and shews tliat, in every instance, it 
is this circumstance which elicits our approbation. 

The process itself of moral approbation is, in its main 
outlines, analysed by Hume in a manner which leaves little 
to be desired. After reviewing the various arguments 
which have been adduced for identifying this act with an 
act of reasoning, on the one hand, or an act of feeling, 
on the other, he proceeds : 

‘These arguments on each side (and many more might 
be produced) arc so plausible, that I am apt to suspect, 
they may, the one as well as the other, be solid and satis- 
factory, and that reason and sentiment concur in almost all 
moral determinations and conclusions. The final sentence, 
It is probable, which pronounces characters and actions 
amiable or odious, praiseworthy or blameable ; that which 
stamps on them the mark of honour or infamy, approba- 
tion or censure ; that which renders morality an active 
principle, and constitutes virtue our happiness, and vice our 
misery; it is probable, I say, that this final sentence de- 
pends on some internal sense or feeling, which nature has 
made universal in the whole species. For what else can 
have an influence of this nature? But in order to pave the 
way for such a sentiment, and give a proper discernment of 
Its object. It is often necessary, we find, that much reason- 
ing should precede, that nice distinctions be made, just 
conclusions drawn, distant comparisons formed, compli- 
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cated relations examined, and general (acts hxed and 
ascertained 

It might, at first sight, be suppo.sed that the ‘internal 
sense or feeling, which nature has made universal in the 
whole species’ is no other than the ‘Moral Sense’ of 
Hutcheson, but in the first Appendix, in which the sub- 
ject is still further pursued, there is a passage which seems 
to identify it with Sympathy : 

‘ But though reason, when fully assisted and improx cil, 
be sufficient to instruct us in the pernicious or useful ten- 
dency of qualities and actions ; it is not alone sufficient 
to produce any moral blame or approbation. Utility is 
only a tendency to a certain end ; and were the end totally 
indifTcrent to us, we should feel tlio same indifference 
towards the means. It is requisite a sentiment should here 
di.splay itself, in order to give a preference to the luseful 
above the pernicious tendencies. This sentiment can be 
no other than a feeling for tlie happiness of mankind, atul 
a resentment of their misery; since these arc the different 
ends which virtue and vice have a tendency to promote. 
Mere, therefore, reason instructs us in the several tendencies 
of actions, and humanity makes a distinction in favour of 
those which arc useful and beneficial 

We say ‘seems to identify it with Sympathy,’ for it is 
not quite certain whether the process here alluded to is 
that which precedes or that which succeeds action, nor, 
granting that it is the latter, is it clear that the word 
humanity may not include a regard to our own interests 
as well as to those of others. If Hume really considered 
the internal .sense which pronounces a final decision upon 
our actions to be no other, in the last analysis, than 
sympathy or self-regard, or, more precisely, the pleasures 
and pains which attend the satisfaction or disappointment 

' Enquiry. 5rc.. seclion \. » Enquir)-, «:c . Appendix i. 
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of those feelings, his theory, to some extent, resembles 

that which, when we come to treat of the approving or 

disapproving principle, we shall ourselves see reason to 
adopt. 

But though, in its main outline, so far, at least, as re- 
gards the respective provinces assigned to reason and 
emotion, Humes theory of moral approbation is correct, 
we may note in his treatment of this subject two con- 
siderable defects : 1st, his failure to draw attention to the 
extreme complexity of the process both on its intellectual 
and on its emotional side ; 2nd, his neglect, which, per- 
haps, after all, is apparent rather than real, to insist on 
the authoritativencss and finality of the decisions of the 
approving faculty, when once formed. In both these 
respects, the study of Hartley, when treating of the same 
subject, is an useful complement to that of Hume. This 
author, while insisting almost as emphatically as Butler 
on the venerable and authoritative character of Conscience, 
regards it as by no means an ultimate fact in our con- 
stitution ; it is, with him, the joint product of many dif- 
ferent forces, all operating through the subtle laws of 
association. 

It may be remarked that Hume appears studiously 
to avoid the employment of the term 'Conscience.* A 
moralist who does this is certain to cause much embarrass- 
ment to the great mass of his readers, for, even though 
the main elements of Conscience may be duly specified 
and discriminated, as they undoubtedly are in Hume’s 
Essay, the suppression of a term, around which there 
cluster so many venerable associations, can hardly fail to 

create in most minds a suspicion that the principle itself 
is treated with disrespect. 

Notwithstanding, however, these defects, many of which 
may be explained by the peculiar circumstances under 
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which Hume wrote, it Is hardly possible to exaggerate 
the debt of Moral Philosophy to this writer. He marks 
the close of its earlier, and the beginning of its later 
period. He reduced to order and symmetry all the 
elements of moral theory existing in his time, and alike 
in his conception of method, in his attempt to ascertain 
the true nature of the moral standard or criterion of right 
and wrong, in the place and importance which he assigns 
to the moral standard, and in his analysis of the act of 
moral approbation, he appears to have made decided and 
important advances on the writers who preceded him. 


Adam Smith. 

Of the system of Adam Smith, though, at the time, it 
acquired great celebrity, it is not necessary to speak at 
any length. The Pey-note of his ethical philosophy is the 
word ‘Sympathy.’ When we approve of the actions of 
another man, it is because we enter into the feelings from 
which they proceeded, or, in other words, sympathise with 
the agent. When we approve of our own actions, it is 
because, when wc place ourselves in the position of an 
impartial spectator, wc can, from his j)oint of view, 
sympathise with the motives which dictated our con- 
duct. 

‘Wc cither approve or disapprove of the conduct of 
another man, according as we feel that, when wc bring 
his case home to ourselves, we either can or cannot entirely 
sympathise with the sentiments and motives which directed 
it. And, in the same manner, we either approve or disap- 
prove of our own conduct, according as wc feel that, when 
we place ourselves in the situation of another man, and 
view it, as it were, with his eyes and from his station, wc 
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cither can or cannot entirely enter into and sympathise 
with the sentiments and motives which influenced it*.’ 

As to tlic qualities in actions which elicit our approba- 
tion or disapprobation, they consist in what he calls the 
propriety or impropriety, the merit or demerit of the action. 

‘ The sentiment or affection of the heart, from which any 
action proceeds, and upon which its whole virtue or vice 
must ultimately depend, may be considered under two dif- 
ferent aspects, or in two different relations ; first, in relation 
to the cause which excites it, or the motive which gives 
occasion to it ; and, secondly, in relation to the end wliich 
it proposes, or the effect which it tends to produce. In the 
suitableness or unsuitableness, in the proportion or dispro- 
portion, which the affection seems to bear to the cause or 
object which excites it, consists the propriety or impro- 
priety, the decency or ungracefulness, of the consequent 
action. In the beneficial or hurtful nature of the effects 
which the affection aims at, or tends to produce, consists 
the merit or demerit of the action, the qualities by which it 
is entitled to reward, or is deserving of punishment V 
It docs not appear to have occurred to the author that 
the ‘propriety and ‘merit’ of an action arc in reality 
identical. How arc we to determine the ‘suitableness’ 
or ‘ proportion ’ ‘ which the affection seems to bear to the 
cause or object which excites it’ except by some external 
signs, and what external signs are there on which we can 
place any reliance except ‘ the effects which the affection 
aims at ? But it is ‘the beneficial or hurtful nature’ of 
these effects which constitutes ‘the merit or demerit of 
the action. Hence ‘propriety* and ‘merit,’ as tests or 
criteria of action, coincide. 

These are the main peculiarities of Adam Smith’s 

* Moral Scnlimcnts. Pt. iii. eh. i. 

* Ib. Pt. i. Sect. i. eh. 3. 
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ethical philosophy. In many respects it bears a close 
affinity to the system of Hutcheson, of whom he al\\a\ s 
speaks with respect, and who appears to have exerted 
more influence upon him than any of liis other predecessors. 


Price. 

Having now traced the history of speculations on Morals 
through the succession of English writers who vindicated 
the sympathetic side of Human Nature, we may return to 
the later representatives of the tlieorics originated by 
Cudworth and Clarke. For our purpose, it will be suffi- 
cient if, under this head, we include Price and Kant, the 
latter author being included in a review of the Englisli 
moralists for reasons already stated. 

Richard Price, an eminent non-conformist minister, pub- 
lished a ‘Review of the Principal Questions in Morals’ in 
1757*. This work is professedly directed against tlie 
theories of Hutcheson, but the treatment, a.s a whole, 
is constructive rather than polemical. Price's views ap- 
proximate more closely to those of Cudworth than to 
those of any other English moralist, but they are mainly 
interesting, in the History of Moral-s, on account of their 
resemblance to the theories subsequently propounded by 
Kant. 

The main positions of Price’s treatise arc three, which 
may be stated as follows. First, actions are in tiumsdves 
right or wrong. Secondly, Right and Wrong are simple 
ideas incapable of analysis. Thirdly, these ideas are per- 
ceived immediately by the intuitive power of the Reason 
or Understanding, terms wliich he employs indifferently. 

The third edition of this work, which expresses the author’s ‘ latest and 
naturcst thoughts,’ was published in 1787. 
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To the first of these positions it is not, at first sight, 
easy to attacli any precise meaning, nor does even a careful 
perusal of the work altogether remove the ambiguity. The 
most natural interpretation, perhaps, of the expression that 
‘an action is right in itself’ is that it is right without any 
relation to the nature of tlie agent, the end aimed at, or 
the circumstances under which it is performed. And, if 
this were the meaning, the objections would be obvious. 
For, in the first place, it might be said that it is im- 
possible to regard anything strictly in itself, that all know- 
ledge is a knowledge of relations, and that the very ex- 
pression ‘action in itself’ implies a contradiction in terms, 
for an action must at least be related to the agent from 
whom it proceeds and the patient who is the object of it. 
And, again, it might be said, with equal truth, that the 
moral character of an action may be entirely difierent 
according to the circumstances under which it takes place. 
A murder and the execution of the murderer are, when 
stripped of certain circumstances, precisely the same act, 
namely, the taking away of human life, but the one is 
a crime of the utmost enormity, while the other is com- 
monly regarded as a laudable action. 

But, notwithstanding the fact that many passages in the 

work seem to be fairly open to this criticism, there are 

otlicrs which would tend to shew that Price cannot have 

attached to the expression ‘right in itself’ the meaning 

which seems to be .the obvious and natural one. Such 
are the following : 

‘The meaning and design of these expressions will 
appear after considering that, all actions being necessarily 
right, indifferent, or wrong, what determines which of 
these an action should be accounted is the truth of the 
case ; or the relations and circumstances of the agent and 
the objects. In certain relations there is a certain conduct 
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right. There arc certain manners of behaviour which wc 
unavoidably approve, as soon as these relations are known. 
Change the relations, and a different manner of behaviour 
becomes right. Nothing is clearer than that what is due 


or undue, proper or improper to be done, must vary accord- 
ing to the different natures and circumstances of beings. 
If a particular treatment of one nature is right ; it is 
impossible that the same treatment of a different nature, 
or of all natures, should be right'.’ 

' Abstract virtue is, most properly, a quality of the 
external action or event. It denotes what an action is, 
considered independently of the sense of the agent ; or 
what, in itself and absolutely, it is right such an agent, 
in such circumstances, should do; and what, if he judged 
truly, he would judge he ought to do^.’ 


What, then, docs he mean by the phrase that ‘an action 
■s right or wrong in i/s,lf’} Excluding the meaning 
which we have set aside, he may wish to express either 
that actions are right or wrong irrespectively of tlieir con- 
sequences, or that the same action would appear right or 
wrong not to man only but to all intelligent beings, or, 
as we believe to be the case, he may sometimes wish to 

«prcss one of these meanings and sometimes the other 
I nus, in one place, he says • 

fwhS'' "’’t,"""'- ‘he effects 

( l«ch. in these instances, we arc far from taking time 

a ways to consider), but immediately and ultimately right 

and for the same reason that beneficence is right, and 

are ■'elations, in general, are what they 


chatct’er'of ’ P ' ‘‘““‘■''’e ' * ^<=al 

‘king necessar^ and ‘hem ; some- 

g necessary and immutable and independent of our 

: th. 0. 


* Ch. 8, 
F 


* Ch. 4 
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perceptions, like equality, difference, proportion, or con- 
nexion 

Without here attempting any elaborate criticism of these 
views, it may be said of the first that it is practically 
impossible, iii forming a judgment on an action, to avoid 
altogether haying some regard to its consequences, or, at 
least, to the consequences which would result from such 
actions, as a class, on the supposition of their being com- 
mon ; thus, in estimating the moral character of mendacity 
and veracity, we cannot put out of sight the consequences 
which would result to society were one or other of these 
habits general in a community. And of the second view, 
it may be said that it is, at least, extremely rash to pro- 
nounce dogmatically on the nature of other intelligences 
of whose thoughts and feelings wc have had, and can have 
had, no experience. But, even supposing that there exist 
other intelligences having much the same mental capacities 
as ourselves ; still, if the circumstances in which they are 
placed arc different, the course of action which befits them 
will be different as well. 

It will be seen, then, that we regard the doctrine that 
‘actions are right or wrong in themselves* as not only 
ambiguous and difficult to define with precision, but as 
containing no meaning of any real value in the establish- 
ment of ethical theory. 

The second and third positions, that Right and Wrong 
are simple ideas incapable of analysis, and that they are 
perceived by an intuitive act of the Reason, are succinctly 
stated in the following passage : 

‘’Tis a very necessary previous observation, that our 
ideas of right and wrong are simple ideas, and must 
therefore be ascribed to some power of immediate per- 
ception in the human mind. He that doubts this, need 


‘ Ch« lo* 
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only try to give definitions of them, which shall amount 
to more than synonymous expressions 

In another place lie says : 

■With the same view I must add. that when virtue is 
said to consist in conformity to the relations of persons 
and things; this must not be considered as a definition 
of virtue, or as intended to assign a reason justifying the 
practice of it. Notliing can be gained by such forms of 
expression, when used with these intentions; and, if we 
will consider why it is right to conform ourselves to the 
relations in which persons and objects stand to us ; we 
shall find ourselves obliged to terminate our views in a 
■simple perception, and .something ultimately approved for 
which no justifying rea.son can be assigned 2.’ 

In these and similar passages, the question in disfiute 
between the two rival schools of moralists is brought to 
a definite issue. Does the term Right admit of any ex- 
planation, definition, or analysis, or is it simply inexpli- 
cable.^ The great majority of moralists have adopted the 
former alternative, and have endeavoured to explain tlie 
idea of Right in .subordination to that of Good. Any 
course of action which has, on the whole, a tendency to 
promote the happiness or to alleviate the misery of man- 
kind, they denominate as right, and any course of action 
which has a contrary tendency, they denominate as 
wrong '. Price, on the other hand, maintains that, when 
we say that an action is right, we can give no further 
account of it, that we state an ultimate fact which neither 
requires nor can receive any further explanation. 

^ Ch. 1. seel. 3. > ci>. 6. 

* Fnce himself seems !>omctm»<.-s lo fall into this way of speaking, .-is. for 

instance, in the following passage: 'When we contemplate the happiness of 

a species, or of a world, and pronounce concerning the actions of rca.soimble 

beings whicli promote it. Uiat they are right; is this judging erroneously?’ 
Ch. I. sect. 3. 
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Without insisting on the etymology of the word, which 
plainly connects it with some point or goal to which it 
connotes the shortest or straightest road, it will be enough 
to state here, what we shall have abundant opportunities 
of enforcing and exemplifying hereafter, that, if our ideas 
of right and wrong admitted of no reference to any further 
standard, it would be impossible to settle any disputed 
question in practical ethics or to make any advance in 
moral theory. 

The connexion of the third with the first and second 
positions is obvious. Right and Wrong, being simple 
ideas, and being, moreover, qualities of actions, considered 
in themselves, are regarded by Price as being perceived 
immediately by the Reason, just in the same way that 
colour is perceived by the eye or sound by the ear. That 
they are perceived immediately follows from the fact that 
they are simple ideas, incapable of analysis ; that they 
are perceived by the Reason or Understanding, and not 
by a sense, is maintained in an elaborate course of argu- 
ment against Hutcheson. In opposition to this theory, we 
shall maintain that it is by an act of comparison, often 
of the most elaborate character, that is to say, by an act 
of the discursive, and not the so-called intuitive, reason, 
that we determine the class to which an action belongs, 
and that, when the class is once determined, the action 
immediately excites an emotion, that is to say, becomes 

an object of pursuit or avoidance, of approbation or dis- 
approbation. 

The Reason or Understanding, it is maintained, when 
it has apprehended the idea of Right, ought to impose 
that idea, as a law, upon the Will, and thus it becomes, 
equally with the affections, a spring of action. 

The place of the emotional part of our nature in this 
system is not very clear. The predominant view, how- 
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ever, appears to be that, while it is the source of all 

vicious action, it may, when enlightened by reason, aid 

in the determination of virtuous conduct. The autiior 

fails to sec that the emotions arc, in the last analysis, 

the original source of all conduct, be it virtuous or vicious. 

In one chapter, entitled 'Of the Origin of our Desires 

and Affections Price propounds a very peculiar view of 

the origin of some of our emotions, namely, that they arc 

capable of being wholly generated by the action of the 
intelligence. 

To the preference and desire of private happiness by 
all beings, nothing more is requisite than to know what 
is. “And may not this be true, likewise, of public 
happiness? May not benevolence be essential to intelli- 
gent beings, as well as self-love to sensible bein^^s^”’ 

At the same time, he acknowledges that ‘ Rational and 
dispassionate benevolence would, in us, be a principle much 

too weak, and utterly insufficient for the purposes of our 
present state." 

Corresponding to this supposed difference of origin in 
the emotions, he propo.ses a difference of nomenclature : 

And this, perhaps, will afford us a good reason for dis- 
tinguishing between affections and passions. The former, 
which wc apply indiscriminately to all reasonable beings, 
may most properly signify the desires founded in the 
reasonable nature itself, and essential to it ; such as self- 
love, benevolence, and the love of truth. These, when 
strengthened by instinctive determinations, take the latter 
denomination; or are, proi>erIy, passions. Those ten- 
dencies within us that are merely instinctive, such as 
hunger, thirst, &c., we commonly call appetites or pas- 
sions indifferently, but seldom or never affections.’ 

As already stated, the English author with whom Price 

' Ch. 3. 
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has most affinity is Cudworth. Tlie main point of dif- 
ference is that, while Cudworth regards the ideas of right 
and wrong as ror//xara or modifications of the intellect 
itself, existing at first in germ and aftcr\vards developed 
by circumstances, Price seems rather to Regard them as 
acquired from the contemplation of actions, though ac- 
quired necessarily, immediately, and intuitively. 

Tliosc who are familiar with the writings of Kant (which 
arc posterior to those of Price) will recognise many points 
of resemblance, both in the fundamental ideas and in the 
modes of expression. Amongst these arc the exaltation 
of reason ; the depreciation of the affections ; their unwil- 
lingness to regard the ‘ partial and accidental structure of 
humanity,’ the ‘ mere make and constitution of man,’ as 
the basis of morality, in other words to recognise ethical 
distinctions as relative to human nature ; the ultimate and 
irresolvable character of the idea of Rectitude ; the notion 
that the Reason imposes this idea, as a law, upon the 
Will, becoming thus an independent spring of action ; 
liberty or ‘the power of acting and determining;’ the 
importance attached to Reason as a distinct source of 
ideas ; and, it may be added, the discrimination (so cele- 
brated in the philosophy of Kant) of the moKal (or prac- 
tical) and the speculative understanding (or reason)’. 


Kant. 

The course of speculation which, from somewhat dif- 
ferent points of view, had been followed in England by 
Cudworth, Clarke, and Price, became still more cele- 
brated in Germany through the writings of Kant. By 

‘ It has already been noticed that Price docs not, like Kant, distinguish 
between the words Reason and Understanding. 
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him all a posteriori methods of accounting for tlic nature 
and origin of morality arc rejected as alike insufficient 
and degrading : 

‘Duty! Thou great, thou exalted name! Wondrous 
thought, that workest neither by fond insinuation, flatter)', 
nor by any threat, but merely by holding up thy naked 
law in the soul, and so extorting for thyself alwaj’s reve- 
rence, if not always obedience,— before whom all appe- 
tites arc dumb, however secretly they rebel,— whence tliy 
original ? and where find we the root of thy august descent, 
thus loftily disclaiming all kindred with appetite and want ? 
to be in like manner descended from which root, is the 
unchanging condition of that worth which mankind can 
alone impart to themselves? 

‘Verily it can be nothing less than what advances man, 
as part of the physical system, above himself. — conncctinf^ 
him with an order of things unapproached by sense, into 
wliich the force of reason can alone pierce : which super- 
sensible has beneath it the phenomenal system, wherewith 
man has only a fortuitous and contingent connexion, and 
so along with it the whole of his adventitiously determin- 
able existence in space and time. It is in fact nothing else 
than personality, i.e. freedom and independency on the 
mechanism of the whole physical system. — always, how- 
ever, considered as the property of a being subjected to 
peculiar laws emerging from his own reason, where the 
person, as belonging to the sensitive system, has irniioscd 
on him his own personality, in so far as this last is figured 
to reside in a cogitable system ; upon whicli account we 
need not wonder how mankind, an inhabitant of both 
systems^ cannot fail to venerate his higher nature, and 
to regard its laws with the greatest reverence 

' CaWenvood's e«!ition of Semple’s Translation of Kant’s Metaphysic of 
Ethics, and cd.. p. lao. Tliis work (the most complete account of Kant's 
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In another place, after speaking of rival systems of 
Ethics, Kant proceeds : 

^From the above it is clear that all ethical ideas have 
their origin and seat altogether d priori in reason (in the 
reason of the unlettered, of course, as much as in that 
of the most finished sage) ; that they are not susceptible 
of explanation upon any d posteriori system ; that in this 
high priori source consists their dignity and title to be 
supreme practical principles of life ; that the addition of 
any posteriori motive lessens their native force upon the 
will, and destroys to that extent the absolute uncon- 
ditioned worth of the action ; and that it is absolutely 
necessary, in adjusting the speculative theory of ethics, as 
well as of the last practical importance in the conduct 
of life, to deduce the laws and ideas of morality from 
naked reason, to deliver these pure and unmixed, and to 
examine and exhaust the whole circuit of this originary 
science of reason (i. e. to investigate the d priori functions 
and operations of reason, as a practical faculty of action) ; 
in which investigation we cannot, as in speculative philo- 
sophy, examine the particular operations of the human 
reason, but arc forced to examine reason as such, ab- 
stractedly and apart from the nature of man ; the moral 
law having ethical virtue to oblige all will whatsoever, 
and so demanding a deduction from the abstract notion 
of intelligent existence. And in this way alone can ethics 
(which in their application to man stand in need of anthro- 
pology) be fully cleared and purged of this last, rendered 
a pure philosophy, and so fit to be prelected on as an 
entire metaphysic science j-bearing the while well in mind, 

ethical philosophy available for the English reader) contains a translation of 
selected portions from Kant's various works on practical philosophy. A shorter 
selection, in which the passages are frequently translated with greater accu* 
racy than in Semple’s Translation, has been recently published by Mr. Abbott 
of Trinity College, Dublin. (Longmans, 1873.) 
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that, apart from possessing such mctaphysic, not only is 
it vain to attempt to detect speculatively the ethical part 
of given actions, but that it is impossible, in ethical instruc- 
tion (i. e. in the most common practical case), to base 
morality on its true foundation, to effectuate genuine moral 
sentiments, and determine the mind, by the idea of the 
suinmuvi bonum, to exert itself onwards toward the ad- 
vancement of the general welfare of humanity 

The cardinal problem of Kant’s ethical philosophy is, 
apart from all a posteriori considerations, to discover and 
expound a moral principle of catholic extent and neces- 
sary obligation, from which our specihe moral duties may 
be derived. The principle is thus stated: ‘Act from a 
maxim at all times fit for law universal.’ This law or 
principle, he tells us, is presented objectively to the will 
by the pure practical reason, which is to be distinguished 
from the pure speculative reason on the one hand, and 
the understanding on the other. Its origin is not in 
experience and obsen-ation, but ‘it is entirely originated 
by the pure a priori spontaneity of practical reason.’ It 
is, therefore, a law for ail rational beings, or, as he else- 
where phrases it, for all ‘ intclligents ’ throughout the uni- 
verse. To w/a«, this law becomes a categorical impera- 
tive, that is, ‘such an imper ative as represents an a ction 
to be m itself necessary, and without regard to anything 
whatsoever out of and beyond itself, i. c. objectively neces- 
sary.’ To the Divine Will, on the other hand, there can 
be no imperative, inasmuch as ‘the will is already sponta- 
neously in harmony with the law.’ At the same time, 
even the Divine Will ‘stands under’ the law. The law, 
in fact, IS ‘ objectively necessary and of catholic extent.’ 

Now It is tolerably obvious that Kant’s celebrated 
principle is only an abstract statement of the familiar 

Calderwood s edition of Semple's Tranblalioii, pp. ai, aa. 
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inaxim — ‘ Do unto others, as yc would they should do 
unto you.’ This maxim, as a compact and general sum- 
mary of moral duty, we presume no moralist, whatever his 
theory as to the groundwork of ethics, would venture to 
call in question. But how are we to apply it in prac- 
,tice? It can, as it appears to us, be applied only by con- 
jsidering what would happen if a particular course of 
/conduct became universal, how men’s interests, feelings, 
land actions would thereby be affected. Hence the very 
pppeal to consequences which it was Kant’s object to avoid 
inevitably reappears. Of the impossibility of escaping 
these a posteriori considerations, tvhen once we require 
a practical test of conduct, or an intelligible justification 
of a moral rule, Kant’s writings afford many curious 
instances. Thus, in the first chapter of the ‘ Groundwork 
of the Metaphysic of Ethics,’ there occurs the following 
characteristic passage : ‘ What, therefore, I have to do in 
order that my volition be morally good, requires no great 
acuteness. How inexperienced soever in the course of 
external nature, I only ask, Canst thou will thy maxim 
to become law universal ? If not, it is to be rejected, and 
that not on account of any disadvantages emerging to 
thyself and others, but because it is unfit for law in a 
system of universal moral l^slatlon ’ ’ (weil sie nicht als 
Princip in eine mdgliche allgemeine Gesetzgebung passen 
kann). But, of course, it must occur to the reader to 
ask in what way this unfitness for ‘ law in a system of 
universal moral legislation ’ is to be determined, and, curi- 
ously enough, the answer is given in the preceding sen- 
tence, but from a consideration of those very consequences 
the appeal to which Kant so earnestly deprecates. ‘ Now, 
in order to know whether a deceitful promise consists 
with duty, I put the question, Can I will my maxim (to 

* CaHcnvood's edition of Semple's TransLition. p. ja. 
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free myself from embarrassment by a false promise) l.iw, 
in a code or system of universal moral legislation? and 
the answer is, that the thing is impossible ; for it were 
then vain for any one to say what he would do, others 
not believing the declaration, and repaying one another 
after the same fashion : consequently, my maxim, if ele- 
vated to the rank of law, would become self-destructive 
and inconsistent ‘ ’ (mithin mcinc maxime, sobald sie zum 
allgcmeincm Gesetze gcmacht wiirdc. sich sclbst zerstoren 
miissc), i.c. as his translator explains, ‘unfit for law uni- 
versal. Again, in the same treatise'-, he puts a ques- 
tion as to the morality of a man borrowing money, when 
he knows that he cannot repay it, and he answers as 
follows: 'When the question is put as to the integrity of 
such conduct. I convert my maxim into law universal, 
and enquire how it would suit (wie es dann stehen wurde) 
if such a principle were cverj-wlicrc adopted? Where- 
upon I immediately observe, that it is quite unfit for a 
universal law of nature, and would become contradictory 
to Itself, and seirdestructivc, if made so (da sche ich nun 
sogleich, dass sic nicma|s als allgemeincs Naturgesetz 
gelten und mit sich sclbst zusammenstimmen konne, son- 
dern sich nothwendig widersprechen musse); for a uniform 


C.lclenvoocls of Semple’s TrnnsiMion. p. Mr, Ahhott. m the 

Preface to his Translation, objects to those arguments of Kant's op,.onenl. 
which are foum cl on the wor.l Ilerrcc. in the ,.assagcJ where 

Mr. Semple employs this term, we have supplier! the original. Ih,t we confess 
l .at to us It appears that the suh.uitution of the word ■ inconceivable ’ for 
he wwd ‘unfit ■ nouhl not. in .any way. din, inis), the force of the objection 
I'or. how can we determine it to be inconceivable that a certain couoe of action 
should obtain universally!' Simply because, when we trace (he consequences 
we cannot conceive a society subsisting under the .suppose-.! conditions. Th,; 
%^or.l unfitness' is certainly often introrlucc.l into (he text l,y Mr Semt.lc 
where It does not occur in the original. Imt. for the rca.sons above assignerl’ 

him with a perfectly legitimate explanation. ^ 

’ W- P- 33. 
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practice, by which every one should be entitled to promise 
what he liked, and not to keep it, would defeat the intent 
and end for which such promises might be made — these 
becoming by such a law incredible, and not possible to 
be acted on.’ 

It is evident’ from these and many similar passages that 
lx Kant’s law or principle is, after all, only a generalisation 




as to the duty of thinking of others as well as of our- 
selves, of putting ourselves in one another’s places, and 
of testing our actions by reference to their bearing on 
the general welfare of mankind at large. It is only the 
principle of Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, Hume, and Bentham 
thinly disguised. For that which is fit for 'law universal' 
or for ‘all intclligents ’ can only be determined by con- 
sidering that which is fit for man, inasmuch as man is 
the only intelligent being of whom we have had expe- 
rience, and that which is fit for man can only be deter- 

% 

mined by considering what are the effects of his actions 
and dispositions upon himself and others. And, accord- 
ingly, when, in the Metaphysic of Ethics*, Kant asks 
‘ what ends they are, the very essence whereof it is to 
be duties,' he enumerates ‘one’s own perfection — our neigh- 
bour’s happiness,’ ends which almost exactly coincide with 
those which would be enumerated by the more enlightened 
exponents of the doctrines often stigmatised as ‘ utilita- 
rian.’ And, though he proceeds to say that ‘ these ends 
cannot be inverted,’ he 'justifies this statement only by 
making the terms happiness and perfection mutually ex- 
clusive of each other, whereas the perfection of our nature, 
the development of all our higher capacities, is, as we 
should contend, the main constituent of happiness. Kant’s 
polemic against the morality of consequences, in fact, con- 
stantly depends for its point solely on the peculiarly 

‘ Caldenvood's edition of Semple's Translation, p. 190. 
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narrow signification which he chooses to attach to the 
terms employed by his antagonists’. 

It may be said that though, for man, Kant’s principle 
coincides with that of the mass of English moralists, it 
has a validity far beyond the human race, and coexten- 
sive with all rational beings. \Vc must not only act, so 
that our acts may be fit for all men, but so that they 
may be fit for law universal. To this we can only reply 
that we have no other means of determining what is fit 
for law universal, than by considering what is fit for man. 
All arguments based on the essential characters of intelli- 
gence, as such, assume that all other rational or intelligent 
beings arc constituted as wc are ; if they arc so consti- 
tuted, or just so far as they arc so constituted, their nature 
is subjected to the same laws, speculative and practical, 
as our own. This is a mere truism. But, suppo.se them 
to be differently constituted from ourselve.s, it is in vain 
for us to speculate about them, for the very conditions of 
our doing so arc absent. The human rea.son must, from 
the very necessity of the case, estimate the operations of 
all other rea.sons on the analogy of its own. Kants 
celebrated principle, therefore, when wc insist on attach- 
ing to it a definite meaning, really amounts to this : Act 
from a maxim at all times fit for all men, and for all other 


' h should, however, be noticcrl, in justice to K.vnt, that his English trans- 
lator often grossly exaggerates this tendency. Thus, on p. <^7 of Dr. Caldcr- 
wood s edition of Mr. Semple’s Translation, there occtirs an extraordinar)' 
passage, in which • utilitarianism ' is contrasted with ‘morality,’ .and identified 
with the Selfish system. But the word ‘utilitarianism.’ and even the {»ar.a- 
graph containing it, is a pure invention of the translator. Ag.vin, on the very 
next page, there is a marvellous statement that 'the whole conception of crime 
according to the UtiliUrian system is that “the transgressor has injurcnl his 
own happiness.”’ But in the original the words arc ‘nach dim I'rincip dcr 
^Ibsthcbc,’ an utterly different thing from ‘the Utilit.arian s)-stem.’ Sec the 
Kntili dcr Praktischen Vemunft, Pi. i. bk. i. j 8 (Hartenslcin’s edition, vol, v. 

P 40). 
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beings constituted as man is constituted. In this shape, 
it undoubtedly embodies a very convenient summary of 
moral duty, but there is nothing to distinguish it essen- 
tially from the ultimate principle of almost all other 
ethical systems. That n posteriori method, which Kant 
so frequently decries, though certainly unable to legislate for 
all intelligent beings, is yet perfectly capable of framing 
laws obligatory on all mankind. 

We have said that Kant, in the attempt to deduce 
specific moral duties, is compelled to appeal to conse- 
quences. But, though his works afford numerous instances 
of this inconsistency, it is undoubtedly contrary to his 
general theory. Thus, in the ‘ Fragment of a Moral Cate- 
chism’,’ he says: — ‘ In order to know what is to be done 
to partake of happiness, and at the same time not to be- 
come unworthy of it, the rule and the instruction lies all 
alone in thy reason ; that is to say, it is not needful for 
thee to learn the rule of thy conduct from observation and 
experience, nor from others in education. Thy own reason 
teaches and commands thee forthwith what thou hast to 
do.’ This passage reminds us of Butler’s ' Conscience,’ 
which the plain honest man has only to consult in order 
to know what is right, and the criticism which we have 
already passed on the one may be transferred to the other. 
A progressive morality is, on this theory, absolutely un- 
intelligible. 

One of the most distinctive features of Kant’s Moral 
Philosophy, a feature which it shares, however, with the 
doctrine of the ancient Stoics and the English systems of 
Cudworth, Clarke, and Price, is its depreciation of the 
feelings. Man’s object, if he aims at being ethically per- 
fect, should be, according to this system, not to control 
and cultivate the feelings, to co-ordinate them, and to 

“ Caldcrwood's edition of Semple's Translation, pp. S91-3. 
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direct them to the attainment of the main ends of human 
life, but to endeavour to act from reason alone, without 
any admixture of emotion. Kant admits, indeed, a com- 
placency attendant on obedience to the law’, a ‘suscepti- 
bility to take an interest in the law-’,’ which is properly 
denominated the ‘Moral Sense.’ But this feeling never 
operates antecedently to the reason, it is simply an ‘ ethical 
accomplishment 

‘ Hence, as the moral law’ is at once the formal deter- 
minator of an act by pure practical reason, and is like- 
wise the material and yet objective determinator of the 
object-matter of an act as good or evil, so it becomes 
at the same time the subjective determinator to such an 
act, by operating upon the morality of the subject, and 
effectuating an emotion which advances the force of the 
law upon the will. But in all this there i.s no antece- 
dent feeling given in the subject himself, pointing to 
morality ; which last hypothesis is a downright impossi- 
bility, every feeling being of the sensory; whereas the 
siinng of ethical volitions must be quite defecated from 
every sensitive condition V 

Quite consistently with this view, wc have such passages 
as the following : 

‘ It is very well to show kindness to mankind from 
love and compassionate benevolence, as it is likewise to 
act justly from a love of order and method ; but such 
cannot be the genuine ethic principles regulating man’s 
deportment : nor is it quite congruous and suited to our 
station among the ranks of Intelligents as men, when 
wc presume to propose ourselves as volunteers, and set 
ourselves loftily above the idea Duty; and when, as if 
mankind were independent on the law, he proposes to 

» Calderwood’s edition of Semple’s Translation, p. in. 

* Id.pp, 191.2. , M pp 
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do out of his own good pleasure what he needs no com- 
mandment to enjoin 

‘And, in truth, when another suffers, and I allow myself 
to be infected by his sorrow, which, however, I cannot 
mitigate nor avert, then two persons suffer, although natu- 
rally the evil affects one singly ; and it is quite incon- 
ceivable that it can be any one’s duty to augment the 
physical evils in the world ; and consequently there can 
be no obligation to act kindly OUT OF PITY. There is 
likewise an offensive variety of this pity called MERCY, 
by which is meant that kind of benevolence shown to the 
unworthy ; but such an expression of benevolence ought 
never to take place betwixt man and man, no one being 
entitled to boast of his worthiness to be happy®.’ 

‘ And although it cannot be questioned that every voli- 
tion has an end aimed at (i. e. a matter), yet that by no 
means warrants the conclusion that such matter is the 
condition and determinator of the maxim ; for if so, then 
maxims could not be elevated to the rank of law in a 
system of universal moral legislation, as they would rest 
on accidental, and not on necessary circumstances. Thus 
it is quite possible that the happiness of others may be 
the object of the will of an Intelligent ; but if regarded 
as the determinator of the maxim, then it must be sup- 
posed that we not merely feel a secret gratification on 
perceiving the happiness of others, but that we are stimu- 
lated by a physical want or appetite to act towards it, 
as in the case of compassion ; and so there would be 
no law of benevolence, ‘ that physical feeling not reaching 
all persons whatever (e. g. God) *.* 

On this conception of an ideal condition, in which all 
our actions are determined by a naked law of duty, acting 

' Caldcnvood's edition of Semple’s Translation, p. 125. 

» Id. p. 366. 


’ Id. p. 94. 
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through the instrumentality of reason, we could hardly 
oflcT a more appropriate criticism than what is contained 
in the following words of Bishop Butler, writing doubt- 
less with reference to similar theories which prevailed in 
his own time. 

‘ Reason alone, whatever any one may wish, is not. in 
reality, a sufficient motive of virtue in such a creature 
as man ; but this reason, joined with those affections 
which God has impressed on his heart ; and when these 
are allowed scope to exercise themselves, but under strict 
government and direction of reason ; then it is we act 
suitably to our nature, and to the circumstances God 
has placed us in. Ncitlier is affection itself at all a 
weakness ; nor does it argue defect, any otherwise than 
as our senses and appetites do; they belong to our con- 
dition of nature, and are what we cannot be without h’ 

The wholly different part wliich we assign to the affec- 
tions in the economy of man’s moral nature, will be appa- 
rent from tile sequel, and will, we trust, receive ample 
justification in the course of this work. 

On one of the main characteristics of Kant's ethics, his 
peculiar conception of Freedom, we have not here entered, 
as it is more conveniently treated under the historical 

‘ .Sermon v. Even Kant himself allows that our alTcctions, UiouKh cotisli- 
tuting an impcTfcclion in our nauire, may prompt to the disdiargc of duties. 
Take for instance the following [passage : * Hut although it is no direct duty to 
take a part in the joy or grief of others, yet to take an active part in their 
lot U; and so by consequence an indirect duty, to cultivate the sympathetic 
affectioDS, and to iqakc them serve as instruments enabling us to discharge 
the offices of a humane mind, ujmn ethical principh-s. Thus it is a duly not 
to avoid the receptacles of the poor, in order to save ourselves an unpleasant 
feelings but rather to seek (hem out. Neither ought \vc to desert the chambers 
of the sick nor the cells of the debtor, in order to escape the j>ainful sympathy 
we might be unable to repress, this emotion being a spring implanted in us 
by nature, prompting to the discharge of duties, which the nakcti rcprcscnia* 
tions of reason might be unable to accomplish.' Semple’s Translation of 
Metaphysic of Ethics, pp 266-7. 
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portion of the chapter on Liberty and Necessity. But, 
to complete this account, the reader may, by anticipa- 
tion, add what is there written. 

The following passage, in which his theory of the ‘ Auto- 
nomy of the Will’ is brought into sharp contrast with the 
theory of morals which we shall see reason for adopting, 
may, however, appropriately close the extracts already 
given. 

‘Autonomy of will’ is the alone foundation of morality, 
and of the duties springing from it ; and every other 
principle whatsoever not only cannot found laws of neces- 
sary obligation and catholic extent, but is in fact sub- 
versive of morality. In being independent of the matter 
of any law (a desired object), and being determinable 
by the legislative form of his own maxims, consists the 
ethical nature of manJ and that which renders him a 

subject for morality : t^iat independence is freedom nega- 

* 

tively, while this self-legislation is freedom positively. The 
moral law expresses, therefore, nothing else than just the 
autonomy of reason, i. e. of a man’s freedom or sponta- 
neity ; and this autonomy or freedom is a condition which 
must qualify every maxim, if these last are to harmonise 
with the moral law itself. On the contrary, when the 
matter of a volition, which can be nothing else than the 
object of a desire, is made part of the practical law, 
and represented as a condition prerequisite to its possi- 
bility, then Heteronomy (a false principle of morals) re- 

* The pure practical reason, which is the source of the ultimate moral 
principle, seems to be sometimes distinguished from, sometimes identified with, 
the Will. Thus, on p. 153, we have the statement that 'Will has itself no 
prior determination, but is, in so far as it determines choice, Practical Reason 
itself;' and again, on pp. i65>6, 'Will, with respect singly to the relation 
obtaining betwixt it and the law, is, properly speaking, neither free nor unfree, 
for it does not regard actions, but the ideal legislation itself, i.e. is itself 
practical reason.’ 
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suits; and the will ceases to prescribe to itself its own 
law, and is left exposed to laws taken from pathological 
phenomena. In this ease, Iiowever, the maxim adopted 
by the will is formally unfit for law universal, and not 
only founds no obligation, but goes to subvert the priti- 
elples of practieal reason itself, and so militates against 
genuine moral sentiments, even while the actions ema- 
nating from such hctcronomy arc not wanting in con- 
formity to the law 

It may be said, in conclusion, that, attractive in many 
respects as is the theory of Kant, it seems to have been 
constructed without any regard to those facts of histor)-, 
of human nature, and of human life of which the moralist, 
equally with all other scientific enquirers, is bound to take 
account. 

The writers whom we have hitherto considered, subse- 
quently to I lobbcs, admit, though presenting many minor 
divergences, of being ranged under two heads. We now 
proceed to notice the systems of certain writers who can- 
not be brought under either of those heads, though, in 
the case of some of them, we shall perceive obvious 
points of resemblance with the speculations of Shaftes- 
bury, Hutcheson, and Hume. Of these, Hartley cannot 
well be connected with any of his predecessors, while 
Rentham may be compared in some respects with Hartlc)’, 
and in others with Locke and Hume. Tucker and Palcy 
stand perhaps in the closest relation to Locke, and Mandc- 
villc (whom we shall notice first) to Hobbes. 

MAKDKVIM.Ii. 

The works of Bernard dc Mandcville, described, not 
without some justification, by Mackintosh, as ‘the bufibon 

‘ Cftldcmood’s wlilioii of Semple’s Translation, p 93. 
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and sophister of tlie ale-house,’ though expressed in coarse 
and exaggerated language and written from an extremely 
partial point of view, are important and interesting in the . 
history of Moral Theory, as bringing into prominence what 
wc shall call the semi-social feelings. Mandeville, in fact, 
though a vastly inferior writer, occupies in the history of 
morals a position somewhat analogous to that of Hobbes. 
As the one, by force of exaggeration, called attention to 
the influence of the self-regarding feelings in the conduct 
of life and the development of society, so the other, by 
force of still greater exaggeration and with a bantering 
tone which is peculiar to himself, fastened attention 
on the influence of the feelings which he denominates 
Pride and Vanity. Shaftesbury had attempted to force 
the position of Hobbes by insisting on the benevolent 
side of human nature. Virtue, according to him, con- 
sisted in Benevolence, and civil society was the result of 
the sympathetic feelings which arc natural to mankind. 
Mandeville, in opposition to this theory, undertakes to 
prove ‘ not only that the good and amiable qualities of 
man arc not those that make him beyond other animals 
a sociable creature ; but moreover that it would be utterly 
impossible, either to raise any multitudes into a populous, 
rich, and flourishing nation, or, when so raised, to keep 
and maintain them in that condition, without the assist- 
ance of what we call Evil both natural and moral '.* 
This passage fairly describes the purport of Mandeville’s 
various works, the issue of which is expressed in such 
apophthegms as these : that ‘ private vices are public 
benefits’; that ‘man was first put upon crossing his appe- 
tites by the skilful management of wary politicians’; and 
that ‘the nearer we search into human nature, the more 


^ A Search into the Nature of Society* 
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\vc shall be convinced, that the moral virtues are the poli- 
tical offspring which Flatter^' begot upon Pride'.' 

Man naturally pursues his own interest, and is regard- 
less of that of others. But amongst the various self- 
regarding principles of human nature, there is one of 
the most powerful kind which impels us to crave the 
praise and to deprecate the contempt of our fcIlow-mcn. 
This principle is usually called Pride or Vanity, but in 
one of Mandcville’s later works ^ it receives the more 
neutral appellation of Self-Liking, as distinct from Self- 
Love, Of this principle legislators and politicians have 
taken the utmost advantage, and, by means of it, have 
persuaded men to forego their own interests and to 
pursue those which they themselves had in view. Virtue, 
then, being the name given by ambitious and designing 
men, having tlieir own interest solely in view, ‘ to every 
performance, by which man, contrarj' to the impulse of 
Nature, endeavours the benefit of others or the con- 
quest of his own passions,' may not inappropriately be 
described as ‘ the political offspring begotten by Flattery 
upon Pride.’ 

It is unnecessary for us here to offer any detailed 
criticism of this system. It is sufficient to say that, how- 
ever exaggerated the author’s sentiments, and however 
coarse his illustrations of them, they arc not, as they 

* Enquiry into Ihc Origin of Moral Virtue- 

* ' An Enquiry into the Origin of Honour/ In this Dialogue, Mandcvilic 
maintains that the Love of Honour and the Sense of Shame arc )>oth to t>c 
traced to the same cause, namely, Sclf^Liking, a feeling which Shame impairs 
while Honour fosters. ‘When A proposes an action which in the c)cs of B 
U laudable^ B wishes well to A, and. to shew him his satisfaction, tells him, 
that such an action is an honour to him, or that he ought to be honoured for it« 
By saying this, B, who knows that all men arc aiTcctctl by scIMiking, intends 
to acquaint A, that he thinks him in the right to gratify and indulge himself in 
the passion of self-liking. In this case, the word Honour is a term of Art to 
express our concurrence with others, our agreement with them in their senti- 
ments concerning the esteem and value they have for themselves.' 
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were certainly not meant to be, mere caricatures of 
human nature. The Sexton, who is calculating on the 
deaths of the parishioners, but who, if he were to ex- 
press his thoughts aloud, would be stoned out of the 
parish ; the Soldier, who, when dressed out in a little 
finery, will face death in a cause he knows nothing 
about, represent undoubted facts in life, though facts 
which, to be properly understood and appreciated, must 
be considered in combination with a variety of others. 
As Adam Smith, in his observations on Mandeville, 
truly remarks : ‘ When an author proposes to explain 
the origin of our desires and affections, of our sentiments 
of approbation and disapprobation, he pretends to give 
an account, not only of the affairs of the very parish 
that wc live in, but of our own domestic concerns. . . . 
Some of the articles, at least, must be just ; and even 
those which arc most overcharged must have had some 
foundation, othei^vise the fraud would be detected, even 
by that careless inspection which we are disposed to 
give.’ An ethical system, which finds any acceptance, 
must contain some element of truth. If Pride, Vanity, 
Flattery, Luxury, and other terms of a like description, 
had been confined by Mandeville to their proper signi- 
fication, and he had adopted terms of a more neutral 
character to express those phenomena in human nature 
and human life which he brought into special promi- 
nence, his speculations, instead of bearing obvious marks 
of exaggeration and cynicism, might have been a valu- 
able, though they would still have been a partial, con- 
tribution to the theory of morals. 

Hartley. 

The moral philosophy of Hartley consists of two parts : 

I. Of an attempt to trace the genesis of the several 
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principles which supply the motives of action. These 
are, according to the order in which he places them, 
imagination, ambition, self-interest, sympathy, thcopathy, 
and the moral sense. 

II. An attempt to regulate and adjust these various 
principles by a careful estimate of the nature and amount 
of pleasure which each of them, when made an object of 
pursuit, is calculated to produce cither by itself or in 
combination with others, and by this method to frame 
a rule of life. The first part is mainly psychological, 
the second strictly moral. 

I. All these principles are traced ultimately to sen- 
sation. They arc all factitious, and are all of them the 
result of a constant repetition of sensations blended to- 
gether, and combined, as it were, into a new entity by 
means of association. Sensation is the common founda- 
tion of them all, and each in its turn, when sufficiently 
generated, contributes to generate and fashion all the rest. 
Let sensation e.g. generate imagination; then will sensa- 
tion and imagination together generate ambition, or love 
of honour and consideration ; sensation, imagination, and 
ambition will generate self-interest; sensation, imagina- 
tion, ambition, and self-interest will generate sympathy ; 
sensation, imagination, ambition, self-interest, and sym- 
pathy will generate thcopathy; and all these together 
constitute the moral sense. It is by this process that the 
higher elements in human nature arc successively formed. 
By each formation we rise higher and higher, the last- 
formed principle being always the highest, as rising on 
a higher foundation. The sensible pleasures arc alone 
original, the others are factitious. In this way we advance 
from the organic and bodily to the imaginative and intel- 
lectual, and from the intellectual to the moral and the 
spiritual pleasures. As we advance we become less and 
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less selfish, more and more spiritual : we forget ourselves 
more and more, until all regard for self is lost in the 
love of others, and eminently in the love of God, and 
in admiration of those moral attributes which he alone 
exhibits in perfection. In Hartley’s language, we begin 
with scif-lovc and end with self-annihilation. 

It is not our object to discuss the theory of associa- 
tion in its application to the genesis of the affections 
and passions, or that of the various powers of the under- 
standing. The theory is now merged in the wider theory 
of evolution— a theory resting on a principle of which 
Hartley had no knowledge, viz. the transmission by in- 
heritance of acquired powers of thought and action. We 
therefore pass at once to the second part of Hartley’s 

Moral Philosophy, i. e. the construction of the rule of 
life. 

II. This is effected by the method just referred to, 
and would be no less interesting and instructive to the 
general reader than to the moralist, were it not for 
the grave defects of Hartley as a writer. These are 
great diffuseness, loose reasoning, inaccuracy of lan- 
guage, combined occasionally with a singular infelicity of 
e.xpression. 

The rule of life is, in brief, this : that while the plea- 
sures attendant on sensation, imagination, ambition, and 
self-interest ought not to be made objects of primary 
pursuit, the three remaining classes of pleasures— the last 
generated, and the most exalted — not only may, but 
should, each of them, be sought for its own sake. For 
(i) these are not only consistent with, but actually aug- 
ment, the enjoyment of all the previous pleasures. * Since 
the regard to benevolence, piety, and the moral sensfe 
procures the pleasures of sensation, imagination, and 
ambition, in their greatest perfection for the most part; 
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it must favour gross self-interest, or the pursuit of the 
means of these 

(2) Each of these pleasures is consistent with itself. 
Sensual excess destroys the capacity of sensual enjoy- 
ment. In the case of these pleasures, on the other 
hand, the capacity of enjoyment grows with indulgence. 
The more we practise benevolence the more capable are 
we of enjoying its pleasures. It is indefinitely expansive ; 
it increases with exercise to the end of life, and by so 
doing suggests a pleasing hope of its continuance in 
another state of existence. So also it is with the plea- 
sures of the moral sense and of theopathy. 

(3) These pleasures are perfectly consistent with each 
other. He who makes the pleasures of sympathy and 
theopathy primary objects of pursuit will secure the plea- 
sures of the moral sense, and he who would secure the 
pleasures of the moral sense must seek first those of 
benevolence and of piety. In other words, he who regards 
the well-being of others and the approbation of God as 
among the great ends of life will secure the approbation 
of his own conscience, and such satisfaction as conscious- 
ness of rectitude can bestow ; while no man can enjoy 
this self-approbation, unless he have cultivated those feel- 
ings out of which the pleasures of the moral sense have 
grown. 

Hartley’s account of the nature, formation, and autho- 
rity of the m(^al sense is eminently deserving of the 
attention of the moralist. 

The moral sense, or sense of right and wrong, he 
maintains, ought to have great influence, even in the most 
explicit and deliberate actions. It ought not only to have 
some, but the sole influence on emergent occasions. 


* Observations on Man, Part ii. proj>. Ixvi. 
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That the moral sense is such an immediate guide 
appears from the following, amongst other, reasons. 

1. ‘Because it offers itself in the various occurrences 
of life, at the same time producing its credentials. For 
it warns us beforehand and calls us to account afterwards. 
It condemns or acquits : it rewards by the pleasures of 
self-approbation, or punishes by the pains of self-con- 
demnation. It appears with the authority of a judge, 
and one who knows the heart.’ 

2. ‘ The moral sense is, as we have seen, generated 
chiefly by piety, benevolence, and rational self-interest, 
all which arc explicit guides of life in deliberate action. 
Since, therefore, these are excluded on sudden occasions, 
through want of time to weigh and determine, it seems 
highly reasonable to admit the moral sense, which is 
their offspring and whose dictates are immediate, as their 
substitute 

The ultimate appeal in all matters of right and wrong 
is reason ; reason biased by self-love or sympathy and 
theopathy ; in other words, by reason pointing out the 
means most conducive to our well-being or the well-being 
of others, or what is likely to be pleasing to our Maker. 
Still, even in the deliberate actions of life, the spontaneous 
and unverified feeling, though mechanically generated, has 
a certain authority, while in emergencies we incur the 
greatest danger by departing from it. The passions, ac- 
cording to Malebranche, have a subtle power of justifying 
themselves, and he who pauses under the influence of 
temptation, to reason on what is best, is sure to do wrong. 

If we compare Hartley’s method of constructing a rule 
of conduct with that subsequently propounded by Bent- 
ham, we shall see that, although it presents a superficial 
resemblance, it is really different in principle. Hartley, 

’ Observations on Man, Part ii. prop, boctv. 
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like Bcntham, is wholly occupied in the consideration of 
pleasures and pains, and in estimating their value. But 
with him pleasures differ in kind as well as degree, and 
the pursuit of the higher kinds of pleasures brings the 
greatest amount of satisfaction in life. 

There is another point of distinction between Hartley 
and Bentham which is worthy of notice. Hartley is 
chiefly, though not wholly, occupied in tracing the spon- 
taneous, or, as he calls it, the mechanical, i. e. unconscious 
growth of the moral faculties in general, and specially of 
the moral sense. Bentham is wholly occupied with the 
verification, or rather reconstruction, of the received code 
of morality. His sole object is to discover a ‘principle’ 
by which actions and sentiments may be tested, and ‘ what 
one c.\pects to find in a principle,’ he says’, ‘is something 
that points out some external consideration, as a means 
of warranting and guiding the internal sentiments of ap- 
probation and disapprobation.’ 

Bentham's object is to show what is best in the abstract. 
Hartley endeavours to show how the moral sentiments 
grow up, and the elements of which they arc composed. 
He attempts an analysis of conscience, to determine its 
authority and use, rather than to provide for its rectifi- 
cation. 

Locke. 

In a review of the English moralists, we cannot alto- 
gether pass over without notice the passages bearing on 
moral theory which occur in Locke’s Essay, especially as 
they seem to have suggested the leading principles of a 
work, which of all books on the subject in our language 
is perhaps the most popular, Paley’s Moral Philosophy. 
But as it was not Locke’s object to write expressly on 

* Principle!, of MoraU and Lcgiblalion, ch. ii. % u. 
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morals, as the passages occur only incidentally, and as, 
for the most part, their meaning is perfectly clear, it is 
not necessary to discuss them at any length. 

In the first Book, he maintains in a separate chapter' 
that there are no innate practical principles in the mind, 
but that, like all other principles, our moral principles 
admit of being discovered by our ordinary faculties. The 
‘true ground of Morality,’ he says'^ ‘can only be the Will 
and Law of a God, who sees men in the dark, has in his 
hand rewards and punishments, and power enough to call 
to account the proudest offender.* Now God ‘by an in- 
separable connection has joined Virtue and Public Happi- 
ness together.’ Whatever, therefore, contributes to the 
Public Happiness is conformable to the Will of God, and 
we are under an ‘eternal obligation* to promote it. This 
obligation is enforced by the legal, the social, and the 
religious sanctions ^ especially by the latter, or ‘ the Hell 
God has ordained for the punishment of those that trans- 
gress His rules.’ 

This is, in sum, Locke’s moral theory, as expounded 
in his Essay, but there remains a peculiarity in his view 
of the nature of reasoning on moral subjects which de- 
serves separate notice. In several places in the Essay*, 
he speaks of Morality as being, like Mathematics, capable 
of Demonstration. ‘ Since, the precise real essence ’ (which, 
in this case, is neither more nor less than the Definition) 
‘ of the things moral words stand for, may be perfectly 
known ; and so the congruity or incongruity of the things 
themselves be certainly discovered, in which consists per- 
fect knowledge.’ Thus, for instance, if we define wrong 

* Bk. i. di. 3. I ^ ^ 

» Bk. ii. ch. a8. 6-13 5 Bk. i. ch. 3. § 6. 

* See especially Bk. iii. ch. ii. §§ 16-18; Bk. iv. ch. 3. §§ i6-ao; ch. 4. 

§§ 6-20, > 
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and define stealing, we may, without the slightest hesita- 
tion, pronounce that stealing is wrong, and, in a great 
number of cases, that this or that act is an act of steal- 
ing, and, therefore, wrong. This is unquestionable, pro- 
vided that men arc agreed as to their definitions, but this 
proviso obviously introduces one great difficulty in the way 
of constituting morals a ‘demonstrative’ science, while 
another difficulty of a no less formidable character presents 
itself in the fact that virtue and vice admit of degrees, 
and it is often in the estimation of these degrees (which 
by no means admit of precise definition) that the main 
business of tlic moralist consists. Moreover, as has fre- 
quently been pointed out, the main obstacle to precision 
in morals is to be found not so much in the settlement 
of general propositions as in the determination of particular 
cases, depending often on the consideration of a great 
variety of circumstances, of which different men may form 
the most different estimates. Hut, after all, the amount 
of virtual agreement which exists amongst civilised races 
on matters of right and wrong shows that Locke’s state- 
ment, though put forward with far too little of qualifica- 
tion and explanation, contains a considerable amount of 
truth. 


Tucker. 

Abraham Tucker is a writer of considerable merit, both 
as a psychologist and a moralist. He exhibits a singular 
felicity of illustration, and, though his views arc often 
partial, he always approaches philosophical questions in 
a spirit of good-sense and moderation. The first part of 
‘The Light of Nature Pursued' contains several chapters 
on ethical questions, in which we can trace the influence, 
sometimes of Hartley, sometimes of Locke. 

Like Hartley, he regards the benevolent affections and 
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the ‘ moral sense ’ as formed by association, or, according 
to his own phraseology, by translation^ from the purely 
self-regarding feelings. Thus, after speaking of the ac- 
quired love of money, he says : 

‘ One might produce many other instances to shew that 
our motives generate one another; that the children sur- 
vive after their parents are dead and forgotten ; and some- 
times, like the viper’s brood, destroy those that gave them 
birth. Many of these descendant motives gain the credit 
of being coeval with ourselves, and that even among the 
considerate and studious But upon a strict and im- 

partial scrutiny it may not be impossible to trace out their 
origin, and perhaps make it appear that all the motives 
actuating us in our riper years, except sensations of plea- 
sure and pain, or our natural and acquired appetites, are of 
the translated kind. Through this channel we derive most 
of our tastes, inclinations, sentiments, moral senses, checks 
of conscience, obligations, impulses of fancy, attachments 
to professions, fondness for diversions, regard to reputation, 
views of prudence, virtues and vices, and in general all 
those pursuits, whether of distant or present aims, that 
render the occupations of men different from the amuse- 
ments of children *.* 

In the chapter on Benevolence, he defines Benevolence 
as the ‘love of pleasing,’ and in a later passage in the 
same chapter ^ he assigns a man’s own happiness as the 
ultimate end of action : 

‘ I have assigned happiness, a man’s own happiness, or 
the aggregate of his satisfactions, for the ultimate end 
of action : therefore it behoves me to shew what reference 
the quality I recommend bears to that end, or else it 
will not appear worth the wise man’s possessing. Nor 
does this contradict what I laid down a little while ago, 

* Pt. i. ch. 34. 


‘ Light of Nature, Pt. i. ch. 18. 
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that a benevolent act must carry nothing of self in view ; 
for it has been made evident upon several occasions already, 
that our ultimate end is very rarely our ultimate point 
of view, but we have divers principles, like so many stages 
of our journey, which occupy our thoughts from time to 
time as we proceed ^ Thus, wlien the wise man meets 
an opportunity of doing a kind thing, he follows his dis- 
position to embrace it without looking for anything fur- 
ther ; he performs the good office because he likes it, 
because he judges it right : but we must imagine he had 
taken his own heart under examination before, and deter- 
mined to cherish benevolence there, because of the con- 
nexion he had observ'cd it to have with happiness, or 
with some other principle wherein he had formerly found 
the like connexion. Let us then suppose him utterly 
divested of all his desires, except that of happiness, and 
that virtues, vices, tastes, and inclinations of every fashion, 
were to be sold like clothes ready made at the saleshop r 
let us consider why he would choose to purchase bene- 
volence as most convenient for his wear.’ 

The reader will not fail to obscrx’c the striking con- 
trast between Tucker’s theory that a man designedly 
pursues benevolence because of its probable effects on 
his own happiness, and the theory of Hutcheson that 
he pursues it simply because his nature irresistibly impels 
him thereto. Even by Hartley, tlie process by which 
Self-Love passes into benevolence is regarded as almost 
an unconscious one. 


^ It may be noticed, in passing, that Tucker has an advantage over most 
other writers of the so-cal]e<i Utilitarian School in not constantly putting 
forw*ard the ultimate principle of action, i. c. the general happiness of mankind, 
as an object to be consciously and expressly aimed at. Such axiomaia mrJ/a, 
as the perfection of the individual, are justly rcgnrdetl by him as frequently 
affording suflident indications of right conduct, without any further reference 
to ultimate ends. 
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At the end of the chapter on Virtue', there is a pas- 
sage on utility as the test of virtue, which has a special 
interest in relation to the subsequent speculations of Paley 
and Bcntham : 

‘ I apprehend several advantages accruing from our rest- 
ing the merit of virtue upon this true and solid basis, its 
usefulness : for if you talk of an essential and indepen- 
dent goodness, few can discern it ; if you appeal to the 
judgment of the wise, many think themselves wiser; if 
you tell them that every act of virtue affords greater 
iniincdiatc enjoyment than the practice of vice, they will 
not believe you, nor do I know how they should, as it 

contradicts their experience ; so you will have your prin- 

* 

ciplc to battle for, before you can deduce anything from 
it. But we proceed upon a postulatum that will readily 
be granted, for nobody can deny that he had rather 
have his desires gratified than crossed : we need only 
exhort men not to forget their absent friends, nor to 
neglect such desires as they may have at another time, 
for the sake of one or two at present uppermost in their 
thoughts : so the door stands open before us, and we 
shall be willingly admitted to go on in showing the neces- 
sary connexion of virtue with gratification. A second 
benefit of referring virtue to use is, that it helps us to 
rectify our notions of it, to interpret our rules, and teaches 
us which of them to prefer when they appear to clash : 
for our moral sense, though the best guide we have, is 
not always to be trusted ; education, custom, prejudice, 
and human frailty, will sometimes set it to a wrong 
point, and when suspicions of this kind arise, there is 
no surer way of trying the justness of them than by 
examining whether the courses we find ourselves prompted 
to tend more upon the whole to the increase or diminution 

’ Pt. i. ch. 29. 
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of happiness. Many of our rules may be understood 
variously, but when this is the ease, that construction, 
which appears evidently’ the most conducive to general 
convenience, ought to be chosen as the truest : nor is 
it scarce possible to apply a rule always properly, or 
know what circumstances require an exception, without 
understanding the drift and design of it : and when two 
of them interfere, we can never determine the preference 
so well as when we can clearly discern which of them 
it would be most dangerous to break through. For a 
third advantage of frequently tracing out the good con- 
sequences of virtue, we may reckon that it will give us 
a better liking of her, and greater confidence in the rules 
she dictates ; for by consideration and continual obser- 
vation of their tendency', we shall often discover an ex- 
pedience we could not at first descry', and shall more 
readily entertain an opinion of the like expedience in 
other cases where we cannot discern it. Whatever prac- 
tices have the general approbation of mankind or our 
moral sense urges us earnestly to, though seeming need- 
less or inconvenient in our present apprehension, will then 
carry a strong presumption, sufficient to persuade us of 
their being beneficial, and we shall pursue them by desire, 
not necessity ; that is, not as ah obligation but as our 
interest. This seems the readiest way to conduct us to 
a love of virtue for her own sake, for having once gotten 
our thorough confidence and esteem, wherever she appears 
she will become our ultimate point of view, which we 
shall follow without looking for anything beyond, and 
this we may do without supposing her the ultimate end 
of action, for we have seen before that these two arc 
often different.’ « 

Palcy s obligations to Tucker were undoubtedly very 
considerable, and, in the Preface to the ‘ Moral and Poli- 


II 
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tical Philosophy,’ he acknowledges them in the amplest 
manner’. 

On Tucker’s contributions to the Necessitarian con- 
troversy we shall have an opportunity of speaking in a 
subsequent chapter. 


Paley. 

Paley only expressed what appears to have been a 
common opinion amongst the clergy of the eighteenth 
century, when he founded Morality solely on the Will 
of God, and made future rewards and punishments the 
only considerations which oblige to the practice of it*. 
Virtue is even defined by him as ‘the doing good to 
mankind, in obedience to the will of God, and for the 
sake of everlasting happiness.' But when we come to 
ask what is the Will of God, we are told that it is the 

* ' There is, however, one work to which I owe so much, that it would be 
ungrateful not to confess the obligation: I mean the writings of the Inle 
Abraham Tucker. Esq., part of which were published by himself, and the 
remainder since his death, under the title of “The Light of Nature Pursued, by 
Edward Search, Esq." I have found in this writer more original thinking and 
observation upon the several subjects that be has taken in hand, than in any 
other, not to say, than in all others put together. His talent also for illustra* 
tion is unrivalled. Cut his thoughts are diffused through a long, various, and 
irregular work. I shall account it no mean praise, if I have been sometimes 
able to dispose into method, to collect into heads and articles, or to exhibit in 
more compact and tangible masses, what in that otherwise excellent perform- 
ance, is spread over too much surface.’ 

* Thus, in a criticism of Shaftesbury’s Characteristics, published in 1751, 
by John Brown, M.A., Vicar of Newcastle-on-Tyne, the author maintains, in 
the interests of Revealed Religion, that ‘the only Reason or Motive, by which 
Individuals can possibly be induced or obliged to the Practice of Virtue, must 
be the Feeling immediate or the Prospect of futtire private Happiness' while 
Virtue itself is no other than ‘ the Voluntary production of the greatest public 
Happiness.’ Similar theses were advanced in a criticism of Dr. Samuel Clarke’s 
moral theories by John Clarke, Master of the Hull Grammar School, in a 
work printed, without date, about the middle of the century. It seems to have 
been supposed by many divines that any moral s>’stem which appealed, in the 
last resort, to other sanctions than those of human law or future rewards and 
punishments, must necessarily be irreligious. 
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happiness of his creatures, and hence the practical test of 
right and wrong action is its tendency to promote the 
general welfare or the reverse. ‘So the actions arc to 
be estimated by their tendency. Whatever is expedient, 
is right. It is the utility of any moral rule alone, which 
constitutes the obligation of it*.’ It will be seen that, 
putting aside the theological supports, of which the author 
soon loses sight, this system really coincides with that of 
Bentham*, which will be next discussed. By Bentham, 
however, the leading questions of morals are treated with 
far more precision and in a far more scientific spirit, and, 
hence, he may be taken as the most fitting and instruc- 
tive representative of what has been called the Utilitarian 
School. 


Bentham. 

We have seen that the earlier writers on morals laboured 
to find some principle of approbation or disapprobation in 
the human mind capable of speaking with authority on 
matters of right and wrong, and of enforcing obedience to 
its dictates. Such principles arc conscience, moral sense, 

* Moral and Political Philosophy, bk. ii. ch. 6. 

• It is worthy of remark, as a point of comparison with Pentham, that Paley 
insists strenuously on the view that pleasures differ only in intensity and dura- 
tion. In the chapter on Happiness, he says : ' In strictness, any condition may 
be denominated happy, in which the amount or aggregate of plc.isurc exceeds 
that of pain ; and the degree of happiness depends upon the quantity of this 
excess. And the greatest quantity of it ordin.arily attainable in human life, is 
what we mean by happiness, when we inquire or pronounce what human happi- 
ness consists in. In which inquiry I will omit much usual declamation on the 
dignity and capacity of our nature ; the superiority of the soul to the body, of 
the rational to the animal part of our constitution j upon the worthiness, refine- 
ment, and delicacy of some satisfactions, or the meanness, grossness, .and 
sensuality of others; because I hold that pleasures differ in noUting, but in 
continuance and intensity: from a just computation of which, confirmed by 
what we observe of the apparent cheerfulness, tranquillity, and contentment of 
men of different tastes, tempers, stations, and pursuits, every question concern- 
ing human happiness must receive its decision.* 

II 2 



lOO 


BENTHAM. 


intellectual intuition, and the like. This mode of treating 
the subject is vehemently opposed by Bcntham. It is, 
according to his judgment, a method which is wholly arbi- 
trary^ and rests the laws of conduct on no solid founda- 
tion. It is despotical and anarchical at the same moment. 

It is, in short, no principle of approbation, but rather an 
absence of all principle. What is expected in a principle 
is something that points out an external consideration as 
a means of testing, warranting, and guiding the internal 
sentiment — some standard by which our spontaneous ap- 
probation and disapprobation may be tried. Such a prin- ‘ 
ciple, as he conceives, is that of utility in the sense which 
he attaches to the word. ‘ By the principle of utility,’ he 
tells us at the very outset of his book, ‘is meant that 
principle which approves or disapproves of every action 
whatsoever, according to the tendency which it appears 
to have to augment or diminish the happiness of the 
party whose interest is in question : or, what is the same 
thing in other words, to promote or to oppose that hap- 
piness Now that which promotes or opposes happiness 
being no other than pleasure or pain, the utility of an 
action or disposition consists solely in its tendency to pro- 
duce or augment pleasure and to prevent or diminish pain. 
To attain pleasure and to avoid pain thus become the 
great ends of life and the springs of all our actions. An 
act is good, not because it is approved by conscience, or 
because it proceeds from one motive rather than another, 
but simply because it promotes the happiness of those 
whom it affects. The moralist and the legislator are 
wholly concerned with pleasures and pains; they deter- 

* Principles of Morals and Legislation, ch. i. sect. 2. It is on this work, and 
not on the Deontology, that an estimate of Bentham's vic^vs should be based. 

In the latter work, published after Bentham’s death, and composed of fragments 
which were found among his papers, it is impossible to discriminate between 
what is due to himself and what to his editor. 
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mine the rules of conduct by summing up the pleasures 
and pains consequent upon actions, and they seek to 
fashion the will in conformity to these rules by rewards 
and punishments, that is by artificial pleasures and pains 
expressly contrived for the purpose of urging men to or 
restraining them from particular courses of conduct. There 
are many sorts of pleasures and pains, and these it is the 
business of the moralist and legislator to compare and to 
weigh one against another. 

These principles supply Bcntham with a method of 
deducing the rules of conduct, a method which may be 
easily stated though it requires considerable skill and 
much practice to use it with precision. It consists in dis- 
criminating right and wrong actions, and estimating the 
amount of moral good or evil which may be predicated 
of them, by determining their efiects on the sum total of 
human happiness. It is, as Dumont remarks', a kind of 
arithmetical process, the numbers with which the calcu- 
lation is performed being pleasures and pains. The best 
action is that which produces the largest amount of plea- 
sure, and the worst action that which produces the largest 
amount of pain. It is a common objection to this method 
that the consequences of human action are so numerous 
as to be practically incalculable. For it is plain that they 
do not terminate with the action itself nor with the indi- 
vidual who is affected by it in the first instance. They 
extend at least to those who are more immediately con- 
nected with him, and often to a whole neighbourhood or 
even to the country at large. Thus, a mischievous act 

* ‘Pour avoir line connaissance precise <lu principe dc i’utililtS, il a fallu 
composer unc table de tous les plaisirs ct de toutes les peincs. Cc sont U Ics 
premiers les chUTres du calcul moral. Comme cn arithmOtique on 

Uavaille sur dcs nombres qu’il faut coniuUrc» cn legislation on travaille sur 
dcs plaisirs ct dcs peincs^ dont il faut avoir one cxacte Enumeration/ Dumont ► 
Djscours PrEHmioairc to the TndiH de Ugislation. 
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may, by destroying the sense of security, paralyse the 
industry of a country. This difficulty Bentham himself 
attempts to meet. He divides the mischievous effects of 
an action into two parcels, subdividing each of these into 
two others, and thus takes, as it were, an inventory of 
them, one by one*. There is, ist, the primary mischief, 

‘ which is sustained by an assignable individual, or a mul- 
titude of assignable individuals,’ 2nd, the secondary mis- 
chief, ‘which, taking its origin from the former, extends 
itself cither over the whole community, or over some other 
multitude of unassignable individuals.* 

‘ The primary mischief of an act,* to employ Bentham’s 
own words, ‘ may again be distinguished into two branches : 
i. the original: and, 2. the derivative. By the original 
branch, I mean that which alights upon and is confined 
to any person who is a sufferer in the first instance, and on 
his own account ; the person, for instance, who is beaten, 
robbed, or murdered. By the derivative branch, I mean 
any share of mischief which may befal any other assign- 
able persons in consequence of his being a sufferer, and no 
othenvise. These persons must, of course, be persons who, 
in some way or other, are connected with him. Now, the 
ways in which one person may be connected with another, 
have been already seen : they may be connected in the 
way of interest (meaning self-regarding interest) or merely 
in the way of sympathy. And again, persons connected 
with a given person, in the way of interest, may be con- 
nected with him either by affording support to him, or 
by deriving it from him. 

‘ The secondary mischief, again, may frequently be seen 
to consist of two other shares or parcels : the first con- 
sisting of pain; the other of danger. The pain which 
it produces is a pain of apprehension ; a pain grounded 

’ Sec Principles of Morals and Legislation, ch. xii. 
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on the apprehension of suffering such mischiefs or incon- 
veniences, whatever they may be, as it is the nature of 
the primary mischief to produce. It may be styled, in 
one word, the alarm. The danger is the c/ianci\ what- 
ever it may be, which the multitude it concerns may, 
in consequence of the primary mischief, stand exposed 
to, of suffering such mischiefs or inconveniences. For 
danger is nothing but the chance of pain, or, what comes 
to the same thing, of loss of pleasure 

The good effects of an action would, of course, admit 
of being estimated in a similar manner, though for Bent- 
ham’s more immediate purposes, the character of which 
we shall presently consider, such a procedure is unne- 
cessary. 

In endeavouring to interpret any writer, it is, as we have 
seen all along, important to bear constantly in mind the 
circumstances under which he wrote and the particular 
purpose he had in writing. This is more especially im- 
portant in studying the Moral Philosophy of Bcntham. 
Bentham has left no treatise of any moment in which 
the treatment of morals was his principal object — for the 
Deontology® cannot fairly be regarded as a work of Bcnt- 
ham, and the treatise on Morals and Legislation is not, 
in any adequate sense of the words, a treatise on morals. 
The latter discusses the subject only incidentally, and 
merely so far as Bentham thought necessary for the 
main object of the work. It is, as Dumont rightly de- 
scribes it, a treatise on the principles of Legislation in 
general, and was doubtless intended by Bentham as an 
introduction to the various works on Legislation which, 
as he informs us in the Preface, it was his intention to 
write. It may be described more accurately and more 
completely as a treatise on the principles of Legislation 

‘ .Seels. 4, 5. • See above, p. 100, note. 
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in general, with particular application to the subject of 
the Penal Law. The great aim of the work is a sys- 
tematic classification of delicts, with reference to the 
punishment to be inflicted on delinquents. This con- 
sideration throws much light on the Moral Philosophy 
of Pentham. It accounts for many omissions and imper- 
fections ; for the prominence given to many, and those 
subordinate, parts of the subject, and the obscurity in 
which other parts have been left; for the partial and 
imperfect nature of his method ; for an apparent insen- 
sibility to some • of the finer and deeper elements of 
human nature; and, lastly, for a general coarseness of 
treatment and expression. It explains, in fact, his tvhole 
mode of dealing with the subject. Had he written ex- 
pressly as a moralist, he must have entertained such pro- 
blems as the nature of the moral faculty, the origin of 
moral ideas, the formation of character, the ideal excel- 
lence or proper perfection of a human being. Nor, had 
he written with the same objects as themselves, could 
he have shown so little appreciation of his predecessors. 
Writing as a legislator or a jurist, his theory of morals 
is almost necessarily partial and superficial. His atten- 
tion is directed more to the consequences of actions on 
society at large, than to the character they indicate in 
the individuals themselves. His view of the convenience 
of virtue has somewhat obscured his perception of its 
worth. 

The consideration of the immediate object which Bent- 
ham had in view accounts also for the peculiar language 
in which his theories are expressed. Bentham, it must 
be remembered, wrote not only as a jurist, but also as 
a reformer of law. He was conscious that he could only 
succeed in this object by overcoming many prejudices, 
and uprooting many long-established fallacies, which, for 
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generations, had gained complete possession of the public 
mind. He had, therefore, to forge strong weapons of 
attack, and to wield them with unsparing force and energy. 
The coarseness of his language is no doubt calculated and 
intentional. He sought to force conviction by plainness 
of speech and the undisguised exposure of popular delu- 
sions. Hence the recurrence in his writings of so many 
expressions which are calculated rather to repel than to 
win his opponents, and which often place liis theories in 
their least amiable light. He had proposed to himself 
a certain part to play, and this part he played with 
exaggeration. 

The attitude in which Bentham approaches the sub- 
ject of morals accounts also for the singular omission of 
any recognition of the individual conscience among the 
sanctions of right conduct. What Bentham calls the 
Moral Sanction ' is what we term the Social Sanction, 
that of the praise or blame of society, while the Moral 
Sanction, strictly so called, that of self-approbation or 
self-disapprobation, is entirely ignored by him. He treats 
the sense of right and wrong in individuals with as little 
respect as Hobbes, and for the same reason. Both writers 
alike, though from different points of view, are mainly con- 
cerned with the consideration of Law, and it is often in the 
individual conscience that the supremacy of law finds one 
of its principal obstacles. Let the laws be thoroughly 
adapted to attain their proper ends, the alleviation of 

* Tl)iis in ch. 3 of the Principles of Morals and Legislation, he enumerates 
the various sanctions of conduct, as the physical, the political, the moral, and 
the religious, and of the third he sa)-5 : • If (iJiat is, the pleasures and pains be) 

* at the hands of such ehaute persons in the cotninunity, as the party in (question 
may happen in the course of his life to have concerns with, according to each 
mans spontaneous disposition, and not according to any settled or concerted 
rule, it may be said to issue from the moral or popular $anc(ion.‘ Again, in a 
note to ch. 15. § 3 . he identifies the ‘moral sanction* with the love of repu- 
tation. 
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human misery and the promotion of human happiness, 
Bentham might have argued, and then the conscience of 
the individual has no independent province ; if it assert 
itself at all, it will probably be in opposition to the 
interests of the cortimunity. Nor does he appear to 
have attached any more importance to conscience, re- 
garded as an impelling or restraining force, than to the 
judgments which it forms. The instruments by which, 
according to him, human conduct is regulated are self- 
love, — ^Iregard for the opinion of others respecting our- 
selves, — fear of God, — and fear of the Law. Conscience 
is not so much as mentioned in this connexion. He 
would, no doubt, have admitted, with Hobbes, that indi- 
viduals might be found, whose self-respect was alone 
sufficient to preserve them from wrong-doing, who feared 
the reflex action of their own conscience more than any 
other influence whatsoever, but he would have main- 
tained that these were few in number, while, in dealing 
with the mass of mankind, the influence of conscience 
might be disregarded altogether. 

Had Bentham approached his subject in the character 
of a moralist rather than a jurist, he could hardly have 
failed to treat our spontaneous feelings on matters of 
right and wrong with more tenderness and regard, even 
while seeking to inform and enlighten them. A moralist 
has constantly before his mind the fact that obedience 
to Law has no moral significance, till it proceed from 
self-respect and regard for others, until, in fact, it be dic- 
tated by Conscience. This feeling it is one of his great 
aims to create, as constituting the crown and perfection 
of the moral character. 

A similar explanation might be offered of the fact that 
Bentham so frequently appears to ignore the benevolent 
feelings as an independent spring of action. This is, by 
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no means, however, universally the case *, though the pas- 
sages in which sympathy is lightly spoken of, or passed 
over without notice, have undoubtedly given some occa- 
sion for the misrepresentations of Bentham’s system of 
morals as a selfish one. That it should be the direct 
aim of the moralist, as distinguished from the jurist, to 
foster, to develope, and to regulate these feelings, hardly 
needs to be remarked. 

The same considerations likewise enable us to account 
for a peculiarity in Bentham’s treatment of morals which, 
more than any other circumstance, has brought disrepute 
on his system. It is because he writes chiefly as a legis- 
lator that he deals exclusively with mere quantities of 
pleasures and pains, with apparently little regard to the 
sources from which they spring. His great object is the 
happiness of the community, which is to be attained by 
the augmentation of their pleasures, and the diminution 
of their pains. It does not appear that he regarded 
one pleasure as superior in kind, however superior it 
might be in degree, to another; nor is it his aim to 
interest men in certain pursuits and pleasures more than 
in others. What recommends one pleasure more than 
another is simply its duration or intensity, its fecundity, 
&c.* This view of the subject is natural in the Icgis- 

* Amongst m^y other passages to the same cfTect. we may adduce the 
following, as showing that Beotham undoubtedly recognised sympathy as at 
once a real and an original principle of human nature : ' Happily there is 
no primaeval and constant source of antipathy in human nature, as there is 
of sympathy.' Principles of Morals and Legislation, ch. vi. § 37. 

Speaking of the various forces by which tlic feeling of enmity is assuaged or 
counteracted, be commences the enumeration thus: 'Humanity, a principle 
which nothing perhaps can stifle in the most atrocious minds, awakens a 
secret remorse in mine.’ Id. cb. xiv. 

* The circumstances which arc to be considered in estimating a pleasure 
or pain are enumerated in the fourth chapter of the ‘ Principles.' This 
enumeration will be given and criticised in the next chapter. The suiie* 
riority of what are called the 'higher' pleasures might, perhaps, be 
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lator. To attempt to discriminate between the finer and 
coarser pleasures would be beyond his province, and prob- 
ably do more harm than good. It would repress spon- 
taneous efforts after moral excellence, alid tend to produce 
an uniform type of character, doing right mechanically 
rather than from an intelligent love of virtue. A legis- 
lator, in constituting offences and enforcing right conduct 
by punishment, must appeal to reasons which are plain 
and obvious to all, and are appreciable even by the 
criminal himself. The moralist, on the other hand, in 
seeking to form the character, to develop the higher and 
more characteristic elements in man, to give dignity and 
elevation to human nature, and to create a taste for plea- 
sures more refined and exquisite, naturally brings forward 
other considerations than the mere quantity of satisfaction 
to be acquired, and considers the sources from which the 
pleasures flow. 

There are pleasures, as we shall point out at length 
in the next chapter, which the moralist seeks to recom- 
mend, more refined and human, though less powerful, 
than those which attract the great mass of mankind. If 
wc allow, with Bentham, that utility is the measure of 
right conduct, we must remember also that humanity is 
the measure of utility. 

To this subject we shall presently recur, but, mean- 
while, it is worthy of notice that Bentham*s failure to dis- 
criminate between what we shall call the higher and the 
lower classes of pleasure is undoubtedly connected with 
that unimaginative treatment of morals which has so often 
been pointed out as one of his gravest defects, and which 
is so little calculated to impel to tender or heroic action, 
however effective it may be in deterring from crime. 

established on Bcnlham's principles, though he does not attempt this task 
himself. 
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Still, while we admit that, in constructing rules of con- 
duct, Bentham looks too exclusively to the mere quantity 
of pleasures and pains consequent on actions, it should 
be observed that, after all, this view represents an im- 
portant side of moral theory. It is always an additional 
recommendation to morality, if the moralist can shew {as, 
for instance, Hartley has often so successfully done) that 
the cultivation of the finer principles in human nature is 
calculated to produce the greatest amount of satisfaction, 
both to ourselves and others, in the whole of life, and 
that, even if less intense, they arc more durable and con- 
stant than any others. That pleasures admit of being 
discriminated by more essential characters than those 
which Bentham enumerates, we hope presently to shew, 
but, while human nature remains what it is, it will always 
continue to be influenced by considerations such as those 
which Bentham addresses to it. 

Notwithstanding these obvious defects, it is, neverthe- 
less, worthy of remark that Bentham, in approaching 
morals from the legal and political side of the subject, 
and therefore dealing with the action and its consequences 
rather than the motive from which it springs or the cha- 
racter it indicates, is led to dwell on a side of morals 
which the ordinary moralist is apt to overlook. He 
calls attention forcibly and emphatically to the conse- 
quences. It is with him the effect of the action on the 
sum total of human happiness which gives it its moral 
character. It is not enough that an action is prompted 
by a motive of a particular class, as, for instance, of 
sympathy or religious feeling, to constitute it a good 
action. It must conduce to the pleasure and happiness 
of mankind. All motives, in turn, give rise to good, bad, 
and indifferent actions, and a mischievous action is no 
better, because it proceeds from a motive which is ordi- 
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narily esteemed good. One class of motives, in fact, is 
only better than another, because it more frequently gives 
rise to actions of a beneficent or useful character. And 
hence the desirability of neutral terms, for, by attaching 
to our motives terms which signify praise or blame, we 
are apt to overlook the fact that right or wrong action 
may result from any kind of motive whatsoever^. This 
subject is brought prominently fonvard by Bentham, 
while moralists, in general, have been apt to pass it 
over altogether, an omission which popular language and 
opinion may account for, if they do not justify. That 
a good motive, or rather a motive which is ordinarily 
called good, is no excuse for a wrong act, if, at least, 
the agent be aware of the probable consequences of his 
action, would certainly be one of the most useful lessons 
which could be given in practical morals. 

Secondly, in considering the advantages which accrue 
from Bentham’s mode of treatment, we may apply to him 
the remark already made respecting Hobbes. He brings 
into prominence a point with which we are now perfectly 
familiar, but which was forced upon the moralist by 
writers who approached Moral Philosophy from the side 
of Law, viz. the effect of Society and of Law on the 
character and actions of the individual^ Butler and 
writers of his time seem to have ignored these influences, 
and write as if the individual conscience were wholly 
independent of all external forces. Like Hobbes also, 

* The disquisition on Motives forms the tenth chapter of the Principles of 
Morals and Legislation, and is one of the most instructive and important chap- 
ters in the work. 

* We may compare with the point of view of Hobbes and Bentham what is 

said by Aristotle, in contrasting the elfects on moral conduct of the education 
of the family and of the state: ‘H fiiv otv mrfuicii iip6<XTa^i9 oix lx« rd ttrxMpdv 
ovSi iva^Kotov, oiiii 3^ 3a<u* ^ Mt iySpit, Svrot fj rrvda toio^tov 

6 vSftot ivayKa<mitf,v tx<t Svyapiv, in' aw6 Tirol <ppov^9ton irol roO. 

£th. X. 9(13). 
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Bentham notes the comparative weakness of the higher 
elements in human nature, and, like him, errs as a moralist 
in not making the development of these principles the 
primary object of concern. It is clear that the moral 
progress of mankind must consist in their depending less 
and less on force and external compulsion for the per- 
formance of just and virtuous actions. 

As time goes on, it is to be hoped a greater number 
of men in each generation arc influenced by self-respect 
and sympathy rather than by force. Hobbes, as we 
have seen, writes consistently in the belief that it is the 
inevitable lot of man to act rightly only because he is 
forced to do so, and that all that the most philan- 
thropical legislator can do is to take care that men live 
peacefully together. Bentham, owing to the causes which 
we have been examining, expo.ses himself also to a similar 
objection. It may be added that both authors fail to 
see that law itself must have had its origin in the moral 
sentiment of mankind, however imperfect, in the first 
instance, that moral sentiment may have been. 

Thirdly, there is another point which Bentham, writing 
as a jurist, has treated in a manner more complete and 
exhaustive than any mere moralist has succeeded in doing 
— namely, the analysis of the state of mind in which an 
offence is committed. This analysis was forced upon him 
by his subject, and he has handled it in a manner truly 
admirable. In dealing with the question of punishment, 
he had to study not only the gravity of the offence, 
but the degree of guilt in the offender. This depends 
on a variety of circumstances which must be taken into 
consideration before pain is inflicted. The seventh, eighth, 
ninth, tenth, and eleventh chapters of the ‘Principles’ 
contain what he has written on this subject, and they 
are equally important to the moralist and to the jurist. 
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In conclusion, we may remark that, though morals were 
treated only incidentally by Bentham, and hence, when 
considered purely as a moralist, lie is chargeable with 
grave defects, there is no author who has equally suc- 
ceeded in discriminating the respective provinces of Law 
and Morality h This, like the former question, was forced 
on him by the nature of his subject. He had to con- 
sider what cases were meet for punishment, and, as 
punishment is the legal sanction, the question neces- 
sarily emerged— Of what wrong acts ought the Law to 
take cognisance, and what ought it to leave to the deter- 
rent influence of other sanctions? or, as the question is 
phrased in the nineteenth chapter of the ‘ Principles,’ 
What are the limits between Private Ethics and the 
Art of Legislation? 

Wc have attempted, in this brief review, to confine our 
remarks to writers whose systems arc either distinctive or 
widely popular, or who have made real contributions to 
the Science of Morals. Hence wc have omitted to notice 
writers like those of the later Scottish school, who do not 
seem to us to require special attention. Moreover, wc have 
made no attempt, in this place, to criticise the speculations 
of recent authors, like Mr. Mill or Mr. Herbert Spencer, 
because, however interesting, they have not yet acquired 
historical importance. We shall, however, find frequent 
occasion to allude to, and sometimes to comment on, 
these speculations in the subsequent course of the work. 

The above account of previous writers will, it is hoped, 
be found of advantage, as enabling the reader to per- 
ceive the bearing and importance of much of what follows. 

' Mr. Austin, in his Lectures on Jurisprudence (Lcct. v), says that • the only 
existing approach to a solution of this^roblem is to be found in the writings 
of Mr. Hcntham.’ 
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For the authors whom we have noticed all called attention 
to important aspects of the subject, and erred not so 
much in positive mis-statement as in the omission of some 
essential consideration. Thus, Hobbes drew special atten- 
tion to the action of law in modifying conduct and to the 
strength of the self-regarding feelings, Shaftesbuiy, Hutche- 
son, and Butler to the existence of the benevolent and 
more distinctively moral side of human nature, Mandc- 
ville to what may be called the semi-social feelings, Hart- 
ley to the influence of association in the formation of our 
more complex states of mind, and Bentharn to the neces- 
sity of an external test of actions. The proper and more 
formal mode of studying the subject is, undoubtedly, by 
investigating, for ourselves, our mental phenomena, the 
moral history of mankind, and the tendencies of actions, 
but it will, we presume, be found useful, not only in the 
way of suggestion but also of verification, first to have 
considered, in some of its broader outlines, the history 
of moral theory, as it has been presented by some of 
the more popular and instructive writers of past genera- 
tions *. 

* oO iiuvoy itt rev m^w^pao^rct xai Sry 6 K6yos, 

dAAd Kol in rw «/>l ry piy wAvra avkifiu rii 

Vn&pxorrot rf ra^v iiatpe/vu AmtotICp Elh. Nic, i 8 (l), 

wpit irjrovplyriy wparrov, n4pi S/y Awopr}^ 

Cai iu mpSnoy rot^a 8* larly tea n W4pi atrojy iWoft vwnA^ipaei rtyt$, niy 
n rovrw rvyx^^ot vaptaipapJyoy. 'Een ii rott iCnrop^cat ^ovKopiyou 

wpotpyov t 6 tiawop^eoi hq\w$' ^ y^p vertpoy €vncp(a Xvct$ rSiy rp^^pov inopov^ 
pivw ierif At nr V oIh ieny 6,yyoovyran rdy licpty, Metaph. li. i. 
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CHAPTER III. 


On the Method of Morals. 

There are, speaking generally, two methods, in ac- 
cordance with one or other of which the science of Morals 
may be treated — the one a priori^ the other a posteriori ^ — 
though there are, doubtless, many forms or applications 
of each. 

The a priori method, or any form of it, transcendental 
or intuitive, we deliberately set aside. All such methods 
appear to us to take for granted what requires explanation 
or proof, and to be incapable of establishing a satisfactory 
system of morals. 

We adopt an a posteriori method, basing moral ideas 
and principles on such facts as admit of verification by 
experience and observation. 

Most moralists indeed have adopted this method, only 
directing tlieir observations to widely differing classes of 
phenomena. The early moralists who employed it observed 
chiefly the phenomena of their own minds, ‘interrogated 
their own consciousness.’ This use of the method, which 
has recently been called introspective^ was extremely im- 
perfect, and could carry them but a very little way in 
moral research. It enabled them to give no account of 
the influence of circumstances on the formation or modi- 
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fication of mind and character ; it did not supply the 
means of analysing complex states of thought and feeling 
into simpler elements, or of distinguishing permanent and 
elementary from acquired principles of action ; still less 
did it enable them to verify or correct the prevailing 
morality. Soon however the moralist perceives that know- 
ledge of the mind and character of others is calculated to 
reflect light upon his own. Knowledge of other nations, 
intercourse with men existing under other circumstances, 
enlarges his range of observation, supplies facts which tend 
to modify his theories, and suggests questions of greater 
depth and interest. It is not however until it has em- 
braced a large and comprehensive study of the history 
of man in all its parts that the a posteriori method is 
able to prove its efficacy in regard to morals. In the 
history and growth of the human race* it finds most of 
the materials necessary for its inductions, and for answer- 
ing the various problems which a moralist is concerned 
to solve. 

These questions may all be comprehended under one 
or other of the following ; What is man ? Of what im- 
provement is he capable? To know man in order to ele- 
vate and improve him is the great task of the moralist. 

In the answer to these questions others of subsidiary 
importance will arise, as for instance the nature of moral 

* The reader who is familiar with recent works on the Early History of 
Society, such as those of Sir H. Maine, Sir J. Lubbock, and Mr. Tylor. 
hardly needs to be rembded that in the study of the moral history of man. as 
b that of his development generally, we must not confine our observations to 
any single race or nation. The study of extant societies b an early stage of 
civilisation is peculiarly valuable, as supplying an account of periods through 
which the more advanced societies have at one lime passed, but of whicli 
almost all traces have often become obliterated. By Uiis comparative treat- 
ment we are enabled to regard the history of mankbd as a whole, and whether 
tracbg the evolution of morality, of law, of art, or the like, to connect 
it with the common principles of human nature from which it proceeds. 
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obligation, the nature and extent of human freedom, and 
others of a similar character. 

What is man? The answer to this question is supplied,' 
as we have indicated in the first chapter, in part by Phy- 
siology, but to a still greater degree from Psychology, 
which latter science must derive its facts mainly from 
history. In the history of man we sec his intellectual 
faculties and his active and moral powers in full play. We 
gather from it the sort of intellectual power he is capable 
of exerting, the limits within which it is usefully exercised, 
and the successive steps by which it has reached a true 
conception of its nature, its strength and weakness ' ; the 
condition of the various desires, emotions, and active prin- 
ciples, and their relations to each other at different periods 
in his progress towards civilisation. We discover also the 
circumstances most favourable to the development of man’s 
higher energies and more generous feelings, and therefore 
best suited to his nature. In history we find recorded the 
different phases, intellectual and moral, through which man 
has passed and the general direction in which he is moving, 
and we see plainly that this direction is the resultant of 
the forces, internal and external, that influence him. It en- 
ables us to see the point from which we have started, and 

% 

whither we are going ; to distinguish in our civilisation what 
belongs to the past and what to the future, and thereby 
to determine to some extent wherein progress consists ; 
further, to appreciate the causes which advance or retard 
the moral well-being of mankind. This process directs 

‘ ‘ When we know our own strength, we shall the better know what to 
undertake with hopes, of success : and when wc have well surveyed the powers 
of our own minds, and made some estimate what we may expect from them, 
we shall not be inclined either to sit stilt and not set our thoughts on work at 
all, in despair of knowing anything; nor, on the other side, question everything, 
ond disclaim all knowledge, because some things are not to be understood.* 
lx)cke's Essay, Introd. § 6. 
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and animates our endeavours after improvement, and gives 
us confidence in the final ascendancy of what is good. 
‘The causes of sympathy/ says Dumont, ‘arc permanent 
and necessary, of antipathy accidental and transient.’ 

Later moralists, as we remarked in the second chapter, 
have handled morals less from a psychological than a prac- 
tical point of view. They seek to frame rules of conduct 
by reference to the effects of such rules on the happiness 
of men. For this purpose they have sought a criterion 
of what is best for man in the abstract, and found it in 
the * utility’ of actions, i.c. their tendency to increase the 
sum of human pleasure. As already indicated, this method, 
applied as it usually is, furnishes but a rough test, available 
indeed for the statesman or jurist, but, unless combined 
with other considerations, inadequate for the purposes of 
the moralist, and this for the simple reason that it omits the 
previous question of what man is and what arc his highest 
and most characteristic energies. To be able to calculate 
the effect of habits and institutions on the happiness of men, 
and still more on their moral character, it is necessary that 
wc should bring to the task all the knowledge of man and 
of society which wc can obtain from history. History, it 
is truly said, is philosophy teaching by examples, and this 
concrete method of studying the consequences of actions 
is more conclusive than any abstract method can possibly 
be. It is not to be supposed that philosophers till recent 
times altogether overlooked the lessons of history in their 
endeavours to calculate the consequences of actions. It 
is only the systematic and conscious application of this 
method of dealing with the subject that distinguishes the 
more recent from the earlier writers, and has gained for 
their treatment of social and moral questions the name of 
the historical method. 

Further, it should be remembered that the question 
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before the mind of the practical moralist generally is, not 
what is best for man in the abstract, but what is best for 
him at a particular stage of intellectual and social advance- 
ment. This consideration, indeed, Bentham has, to some 
extent, entertained in the treatise entitled by Dumont, 
‘Dc r Influence dcs Temps et dcs Lieux en matiire de 
L6gislation V 

VVe see therefore that the historical question cannot 
be dispensed with. If disregarded in the first instance it 
will meet us at some point or other ; and, if still neglected, 
great mischief will be the inevitable result. Besides, it 
should always be remembered that philosophers are under 
the influence of views and opinions resulting partly from 
peculiarities of temper or constitution in themselves, and 
partly from the social influences by which they are sur- 
rounded, and that such prepossessions can only be cor- 
rected by the study of the facts which history presents 
to them. But what is most of all important to the 
practical moralist is, that history will familiarise him with 
the idea of development or evolution, shewing him that 
institutions or habits are not accidental in their origin, or 
mere devices of the legislator; that they have grown up 
for the most part by virtue of tendencies in human nature, 
modified and directed by external circumstances, and that 
these tendencies should be understood by all who seek 
to direct them. This consideration will teach us the pre- 
caution necessary in dealing with prevalent ideas and 
customs, and prevent us from making attempts to modify 
them without due preparation. On the other hand, by 
studying the circumstances in which moral ideas or rules 

* Dumont, Traitis dc Legislation, tom. iii. The expanded title of the treatise 
is ‘ Dissertation sur les differences que doivent apporter dans les lois les circon- 
stanccs des temps et des lieux, ou solution de ce probUme ; Les meilleurea lois 
etant donnecs, comment le Ugislateur doit*il les modifier d'aprte les considera- 
tions temporaires et locales?* 
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had their origin we shall be better able to see wlicthcr 
they are suitable to the present condition of mankind, or 
whether the necessity for them has ceased. Histor>', in 
short, enables us to understand and appreciate the pre- 
sent ; it enables us to some extent to anticipate the future, 
and the knowledge which it supplies is an indispensable 
condition of all wise attempts at moral and social im- 
provement. 

And in regard to those problems of which we spoke 
as incidental to the subject, there is none on which the 
historical method of study does not throw light. What, 
for instance, is the nature of moral obligation } One 
moralist tells us it results from some form or modification 
of self-love : another, from some form of sympathy : an- 
other, from religious feeling ; and so on. Now the moral 
history of mankind shows us that the feeling on llie sub- 
ject of moral rules has been different at different times 
and under different circumstances, just as it is in the 
minds of different individuals at the present time. Thus 
the comparisons which history supplies go far to remove 
all difficulty from the subject, shewing that there is no 
one of the great elements of human nature which is not 
capable under certain circumstances of exercising an 
obligatory influence upon the will, and that the strongest 
possible obligation must consist in the harmonious action 
of all these principles together, as wc shall shew more 
particularly in the chapter on the Moral Feeling. Even 
on such a question as that of the nature and extent of 
human freedom, historical study throws much light. Wc 
sec that man tends to become more and more free from 
the influence of passion, less and less the slave of present 
inclination, more and more capable of resisting a present 
gratification in comparison of a future good to himself 
or others ; in short, more and more capable of following 
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reason. It points out the causes by which self-control 
or the power of self-determination arc produced, — such 
as the operation of Law, direct or indirect, in checking 
habitual violence, punishing outbreaks of passion, and 
gradually associating the idea of punishment with the 
absence of self-restraint ; such again as domestic disci- 
pline, social influences, moral and religious education. It 
shews that freedom in tlic great mass of mankind is a 
slow and gradual growth, and that we become free from 
evil by becoming slaves of good. Further, without the 
power of perception which the study of history gives us 
we cannot approach the consideration of any moral quality 
or rule with the appropriate feeling on the subject. 
Hutcheson could see no merit in prudence. The reason 
is that he compared it with the higher and more ad- 
mirable quality of sympathy. Had he compared it with 
the apathy and indifference of the primitive man, he 
would have seen that it indicated a great advance on the 
qualities originally predominant in the human race, and 
that it was an indispensable condition of further improve- 
ment. For it implies a more developed intelligence to 
forecast the future, a more active imagination enabling us 
to regard future pleasure and pain as present to the will, 
and consequently greater freedom from inclination and 
present passion. One of the most difficult and by far 
the most important tasks of the moralist is to create in 
the student a strong and discriminative feeling on the 
subject of morality, to shew its many beneficent effects, 
and what man would be without it; and this apart from 
its history is impossible. 


As the method applied with so much vigour by Bentham 
has exercised a very great influence since his time on all 
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writers who have treated moral philosophy on an a pos^ 
teriori basis, it will be necessary in the present chapter 
to say something on the subject. We shall, however, 
revert to it on another occasion. 

The peculiarity of Bentham’s method consists in an 
attempt to substitute for what he considered the vague 
expressions of previous moralists, namely, happiness and 
misery, the more precise expressions pleasure and pain, 
and to lay down certain rules for the comparison and 
estimation of them. 

In the Principles of Morals and Legislation, the value 
of what is called ‘ a lot of pleasure or pain * is measured by 
seven circumsUnces : (i) its intensity^ (2) its duration, (3) 
its certainty or uncertainty, (4) its propinquity or remoteness, 
( 5 ) \Xs fecundity, or ‘ the chance it has of being followed by 
sensations of the same kind,’ (6) its purity, or ‘ the chance 
it has of not being followed by sensations of the opposite 
kind,’ (7) its extent, that is, ‘ the number of persons to 
whom it extends, or, in other words, who arc affected by 
it.’ The process of measurement is best described in 
Bentham’s own words : 

‘ To take an exact account, then, of the general tendency 
of any act, by which the interests of a community are 
affected, proceed as follows. B<^in with any one person 
of those whose interests seem most immediately to be 
affected by it : and take an account, 

‘ I. Of the value of each distinguishable pleasure which 
appears to be produced by it in the first instance. 

‘2. Of the value of each pain which appears to be 
produced by it in the first instance. 

‘ 3 * Of the value of each pleasure which appears to be 
produced by it after the first. This constitutes the fecun- 
dity of the first pleasure and the impurity of the first pain, 

'4. Of the value of each pain which appears to be 
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produced by it after the first. This constitutes the fccun- 
dify of the first paiti, and the impurity of the first pleasure. 

‘ 5* Sum up all the values of all the pleasures on the one 
side, and those of all the pains on the other. Tlie balance, 
if it be on the side of pleasure, will give \\\<^good tendency 
of the act upon the whole, with respect to the interests 
of that individual person ; if on the side of pain, the bad 
tendency of it upon the whole. 

‘6. Take an account of the number of persons whose 
interests appear to be concerned ; and repeat the above 
process with respect to each. Sum ;//thc numbers expres- 
sive of the degrees of good tendency, which the act has 
with respect to each individual, in regard to whom the 
tendency of it is good upon the whole : do this again with 
respect to each individual, in regard to whom the tend- 
ency of it is bad upon the whole. Take the balance ; 
which, if on the side of pleasurcy will give the general good 
tendency of the act, with respect to the total number or 
community of individuals concerned ; if on the side of 
pain, the general evil tcndcncyy with respect to the same 
community. 

‘ It is not to be expected that this process should be 
strictly pursued previously to every moral judgment, or to 
every legislative or judicial operation. It may, however, be 
always kept in view : and as near as the process actually 
pursued on these occasions approaches to it, so near will 
such process approach to the character of an exact one h’ 

The most obvious objection to Bentham’s language with 
respect to this process of balancing pleasures and pains is 
that it appears at first sight to ignore the great mass of 
moral judgments which mankind has already formed, and 
to regard every question as open to constant revision. It 
might be replied, on behalf of Bentham, that though, 

' Principles of Morals and Legislation, ch. 4. $$ 5, 6. 
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theoretically, no question of ethics can be regarded as 
definitely closed, the process which has been above de- 
scribed is one which mankind has, consciously or uncon- 
sciously, been employing through all the past generations 
of its history, and that to doubt the propriety of its verdict 
in all or the majority of cases would be absolute folly. 
At the same time, it is the precise province of the moralist 
and the legislator from time to time to review and, if need 
be, to modify established institutions and current opinions, 
while, even in the conduct of private life there occur 
innumerable cases in which it is necessary to form an 
independent judgment for ourselves. It is, it might bo 
said, rather with a view to supply us with the materials 
for such occasional judgments and reviews that Bentham 
proposes his criterion, than with the deliberate aim of 
calling in question and reconstituting the whole aggregate 
of those moral and social maxims the truth of which is 
presupposed in almost every action of our lives. The 
decisions of previous generations arc not and can not be 
ignored by any system of moral philosophy, but philo- 
sophy demands that they shall be open to criticism and 
re-examination, and it is the special function of the philo- 
sopher to provide a criterion for this purpose. Society has, 
however, in its turn, a right to require that this criterion 
shall not be employed lightly or by inexperienced hands, 
and that its results, if tlicy contravene established opinion, 
, shall, for a while at least, be regarded with distrust and 
caution. 

But it is a still more serious objection to Bentham that, 
in his treatment of pleasures and pains, he lays so little 
stress on that distinction of the higher and lower pleasures 
which was so much insisted on by the older moralists. To 
say that he entirely ignores this distinction would be inac- 
curate. After determining the circumstances by which all 
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pleasures and pains arc to be measured, he proceeds to 
enumerate the various kinds of pleasures and pains. In 
the list of pleasures are comprised; i. The pleasures of 
sense. 2. The pleasures of wealth. 3* The pleasures of 
skill. 4. The pleasures of amity. 5. The pleasures of a 
good name. 6. The pleasures of power. 7, The plea- 
sures of piety. 8. The pleasures of benevolence. 9. The 
pleasures of malevolence.. 10. The pleasures of memory. 
II. The pleasures of imagination. 12. The pleasures of 
c.xpcctation. 13. The pleasures dependent on association, 
14. The pleasures of relief*. In a subsequent chapter, ‘ On 
Motives V a motive is described as ^ub^antially nothing 
more than pleasure or pain, operating in a certain manner,’ 
and, of the motives corresponding to the various pjc ag uTcs 
pains. it ls^determincdJJia.tJgQQd.will W th^t rTf ^ bf/^h 
the dictates, taken in a general view, are surest of coincidlhg 
with those of the principle of utiiity 3 ? Next in order 
follow the love of reputation, the desire of amity, religion, 
and the self-regarding motives; the motive of displeasure, 
from a general point of view, coming last. But, though 
the motives, and the corresponding pleasures, are, as re- 
spects their influence on the general happiness of mankind, 
arranged in this order, there appears to be no recognition 
of any difference in pleasures founded on the higher or 
lower character of our desires and feelings. And yet, in 
almost all previous systems of morals, such a difference had 
been recognised as essential. Nor are the words 'higher’ 
and ‘ lower,’ in this connexion, employed in any vague or 
indefinite sense. By tlie higher desires and feelings are 
usually meant those which are characteristic of human 
nature, such as the love of knowledge, the sesthetic sen- 
timents, the religious aspirations, sympathy, and the like, 
while by the lower are meant those which we share with 

* Ch. 5. § 2. a Ch. 10. s j 35^ 
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tlic lower animals. Now tlic j>lcasiircs which result from 
the gratification of the former class of desires or capacities 
are by most moralists spoken of as being higher lu kind 
than those which spring from the gratification of the latter, 
and this language appears to us to be substantially correct. 

As this distinction is of great importance in the theorj' 
of morals, it may be well briefly to advert to the con- 
silience of inductions by which we regard it as established. 
Comparing man with the lower animals, we find that, as we 
ascend the animal series, there is a constantly increasing 
development of intelligence. Even in some of the lower 
animals, we notice marvellous indications of the power 
of adapting means to ends, of shaping their lives in ac- 
cordance with surrounding circumstances, and even of 
prudence, foresight, fidelity, and sympathy. But in all the 
higher manifestations of these qualities, and still more in 
the almost indefinite capacity for improvement which seems 
specially to distinguish man, there is no occasion to insist 
on the enormous gulf which separates him from the rest of 
the animal creation. Now, as there arc pleasures and pains 
corresponding to all parts of man’s organisation, it is 
reasonable to suppose that the most distinctive (and there- 
fore, in our view, the highest) pleasures and pains arc those 
which correspond to the most distinctive part of his con- 
stitution. Hence it seems to follow, from a comparison of 
the animal world, that the pleasures attendant on the 
excrci.se of intelligence, and those moral and a^sthctical 
pleasures of which intelligence is the indispensable con- 
dition, are the highest and the most distinctive of man. 
Again, if we proceed to examine human nature itself, either 
by tracing the evolution of a single society, or by com- 
paring men existing in different stages of civilisation, we 
shall find that in point of skill, intelligence, creative power, 
sense of beauty, depth and refinement of moral feeling. 
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purity of religious sentiment, there is almost an immeasur- 
able distance between what are called the higher and what 
are called the lower types of mankind, and even between 
individual men belonging to the same race or country. 
But these qualities could not be developed, unless men 
took a pleasure in their exercise, or, at least, felt dissatis- 
faction at their absence. We may go even further, and 
say that they could not be developed, unless men took a 
greater pleasure in their exercise, or, at least, felt a greater 
dissatisfaction at their absence, than they experienced in 
the gratification or disappointment of their lower desires. 
Thus, the considerations suggested by biology, anthro- 
pology, and history lead, by a similar path, to the same 
conclusions. 

It follows from what we have said that there is no 
precise mode of comparing one pleasure with another, even 
in our own case, while it is even more difficult to do this 
in the case of others. We cannot put one ‘lot of pleasure’ 
into one scale and another into another and determine, 
by any accurate standard, the difference between the bvo, 
nor even always which of the two is preponderant. We 
can only consider the general tendencies of actions, and 
form a rough estimate of the result, though, happily, in 
the great majority of cases, there can be no practical doubt 
as to the side to which the balance inclines. But mankind 
is always performing this process for itself, and, though 
the philosopher may usefully modify or correct its conclu- 
sions, he must beware of supposing that there is any 
essential difference between his own method and that 
which is half unconsciously pursued by society at large. 
The study of history and of different extant forms of 
society supplies us with an account of the growth, or 
rather development, of morality, that is, of tlie half un- 
conscious generalisations by which man has, from time to 
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time, adapted himself to the circumstances in which he 
is placed, while the treatment of the subject now under 
discussion consciously analyses all the constituents of 
conduct, and estimates all our actions, as well as the dispo- 
sitions from which they spring, by reference to the ultimate 
ends of life. The one process is more or less automatic, 
the other is wholly conscious and reflective. The latter, 
therefore, may be corrective of, and supplementary to, the 
former, but, inasmuch as from the nature of the case it 
can be performed by only a few individuals, whereas the 
former is the result of the work of countless generations of 
men placed under the most various circumstances, it can 
never be of itself adequate to the construction of a moral 
system. No one, probably, would be so absurd as to main- 
tain that a few philosophers could, simply by considering the 
tendencies of actions and without any reference to existing 
moral sentiment, draw up a complete list of the rules of 
conduct. And yet some writers have employed such un- 
guarded language, that it might seem as if they supposed 
this to be the case. 


We have said that our method is the a posteriori as 
opposed to the a priori method of enquiry. But the a 
posteriori method must undergo considerable modifications 
according to the special subject-matter of the science to 
which it is applied. In some cases we can only observe, 
as, for instance, in astronomy, while in others, as in chemis- 
try, we may contrive artificial experiments which enable us 
to determine the nature and attributes of the substances 
we examine. We can touch and handle them, break them 
to pieces, subject them to the action of fire or acids, and so 
analyse them into their constituents. In the study of the 
animal nature, where direct experiment is for the most 
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part to be avoided, \vc find materials for our inductions 
in successive comparisons, which enable us to dissect or 
analyse the organism, discern the structure and functions 
of the several parts, and determine its character as a whole. 
Again, in the comparisons of history, we have the means 
of studying the growth and development of man and of 
society, and the limits within which we may hope to modify 
tliem with advantage. It is chiefly in this last form that the 
n posteriori method is applied to the investigation of social 
and moral phenomena ; and such a method, it appears to 
us, is more comprehensive and more penetrating, more 
powerful, not only as a solvent, but for purposes of conser- 
vation and construction, than any a priori method can be. 

Many will object to the historical treatment of morals on 
the ground that it tends to foster the belief that morality 
is ‘ relative and arbitrary h’ The moral history of mankind 
shews that morality is, and must be, relative ; relative to 
the nature of man and the conditions of his existence. 

It shews us further that if moral distinctions be relative, 
they cannot be arbitrary, for it indicates both the causes 
of their variation and its limits. And those causes can 
never be wholly eliminated, nor the limits of their variation 
ever transcended. 

The history of all sciences shews us that it is long before 
the true method of studying them is completely under- 
stood. The method of a science for the most part grows 
up with the science itself, and cannot anticipate it. ‘ Artem 
inveniendi,’ says Bacon ^ ‘cum inventis adolescere posse, 
statuere debemus.’ It is only when the scope and object 
of the science is rightly understood that its method is 
correctly appreciated. Take, for instance, the case of , 
chemistry. For a long time the a lchemist «^r>ngrht to 
trans mute metal s, to find the philosopher’s stone — in fact, 

‘ Cp. ch. j. pp 43, 44. » Novum Organum, Bk. i. Aph. I30. 
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to perform miracles. W^ith this object in view, he contrived 
many experiments, and doubtless made many valuable 
discoveries. It was only by slow degrees and after many 
trials that philosophers found the true scope and object of 
chemical science, i. e. the determination of the laws quali- 
tative and quantitative which govern the combination of 
substances. When this object was once clearly perceived, 
experiments were still made, but they were contrived 
for a definite purpose and directed to a definite end. 
So it has been with Sociology and Psychology. It is 
perhaps too much to say that these sciences have grown 
up with the historical method. But, at all events, their 
true character has been better understood since this 
method has been systematically applied. We now per- 
ceive more clearly what questions we ought to put. and 
the kind of satisfaction we ought to expect in answer 
to them. The historical treatment has given a new im- 
pulse and a different direction to these studies, and it has 
supplied materials for the solution of the various difficulties 
connected with them which arc derivable from no other 
source. It has set aside or disco>iragcd all abstract and 
speculative treatment in the handling of them, and made 
them truly inductive. It has taught us that there are 
laws or tendencies in the evolution of man and of society, 
which we arc bound to respect even while we seek to 
modify them. But great as arc the services which the 
systematic study of history and society has rendered to 
the science of morals in recent times, we must beware of 
exaggerating what the conscious pursuit of even a correct 
method can do for us. For one of our gravest difficulties 
is to discover from history the laws or tendencies which 
make history itself intelligible. Still more difficult is it 
with any approach to certainty to construct from history 
rules for the guidance of man in the future. This is the 
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work of genius. It is enough if we can indicate what a 
true method can effect for this purpose. Genius may, to 
a certain extent, dispense with method or logical directions, 
but no method will enable the philosopher who seeks to 
legislate for mankind to dispense with genius. ‘ Nostra via 
inveniendi scientias exaequat fere ingenia,’ says Francis 
Bacon', but this aphorismJ s now justly regarded as an 
exaggeration! History supplies the moralist with materials 
for his conclusions, but the selection and proper use of 
the materials requires imagination and constructive power, 
controlled by an analytical study of man and of his circum- 
stances, such as is only found in the great masters of moral 
science from the time of Socrates to the present day. 


Approaching the study of man from the points of view 
already indicated, we distinguish, first, the functions sub- 
scivient to the nourishment of the organism. With these 
are connected the several appetites, reminding us periodi- 
cally of the wants and necessities of the organic system. 
The supply of these wants in the lower stages of civilisa- 
tion, as in the lower animals, constitutes the great and 
dominant object of life. In the earlier periods of society 
the struggle with nature is so intense, that the effort to 
supply food and shelter and to ward off external injuries 
absorbs almost all man’s energies. 

In this condition the resentful passions naturally ally 
themselves with the self-regarding propensions, or with 
those narrow sympathies which alone the primitive man 
entertains. The higher tendencies of his nature, being as 
yet partially or wholly undeveloped, have little influence 
in counteracting or modifying his lower. 

Gradually, as man under favourable conditions gains a 


* NovHin Organum, Bl<. i. Aph. 13 3. 
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mastery over nature, the selfish passions become less ab- 
sorbing, the higher, i.e. the more characteristic, elements 
gain ground and limit or modify the action of such as arc 
less characteristic. The instruments by which this transition 
is mainly effected are those sexual and parental instincts, 
the satisfaction of which, while they bring him in to necessary 
relations with others, cannot but awaken even in the * 
primitive man feelings of love and tenderness for those who 
excite in him no sense of fear or rivalry. Gradually these 
sympathies widen till they embrace the whole human race, 
ending in a regard for our fellow-men alike rational and 
disinterested, and giving scope and direction both to our 
active and intellectual energies in the pursuit of the well- 
being of others. Man thus gains a new and distinct object 
of regard, and experiences emotions which, as there is less 
occasion for indulging the selfish and malignant passions, 
gradually assert themselves, by reason of their peculiar 
and intrinsic sweetness. This regard for humanity, so 
unlike the primitive selfishness and wilfulness of mankind, 
resembles so little the lower propensities of our nature, 
that a just instinct in man has regarded it as a divine 
element in his nature — an attribute common to man with 
his Maker. The life of humanity or benevolence too has 
been regarded as divine in comparison with the lower life 
of selfishness, and as bringing with it pleasures remarkable 
for their sweetness, their purity, and their elevation. 

It is found that these principles, sclf-rcgardingand social, 
cannot regulate or guide themselves. They require direc- 
tion and intelligent control. This want gives occasion for 
the exercise of the reason, whose function it is to regulate, 
control, and adjust all the various principles of our nature, 
and adapt them to the varying conditions of our existence. 

Further, that peculiar feeling of satisfaction or dissatisfac- 
tion, which accompanies the reflexion on our own conduct 
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or tlic conduct of others, generates in us, in combination 
with reason, a special moral faculty ; and this faculty, in- 
cluding both a rational and emotional element, not only 
passes judgment on our past actions, but contributes in no 
small degree to shape our future behaviour. Thus, morality, 
enabling us to conquer the difficulties of our position, and 
still more to endure patiently and with rational resignation 
those ills which we cannot by any effort avoid, opens to us 
a view of the dignity or moral worth of man to which 
notliing in this world bears any resemblance. It produces 
moreover pleasures at once ennobling and consolatory, 
which differ in character from all other pleasures, and 
seem to constitute a diviner happiness. 

It is this consciousness of moral worth working ob- 
scurely in the heart of man which strengthens and sup- 
ports the hope and belief in another life, in which the 
diviner elements in human nature shall constitute our 
whole existence, where, purified from all taint of original 
selfishness, we shall live in the enjoyment of those eleva- 
ting pleasures wliich seem so alien to the lower and more 
animal part of our nature. 

Intelligence again, which in the primitive condition of 
man. as in the lower animals, is confined in its range by 
the fears and wants which an abject and necessitous con- 
dition prescribes to it, gradually asserts itself. Its curiosity 
is enlarged ; it devises means to ends, rising continually 
higher and higher, and constructing the several arts and 
industries necessary to the convenience and adornment of 
life. From the arts and practical methods it rises to 
science, pursuing truth in a manner perfectly abstract, 
and therefore necessarily disinterested. Lastly, this prin- 
ciple produces pleasures of the most ennobling and ele- 
vating character, which the most eminent of the Greek 
philosophers, recognising therein the divine element of 
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human nature, has pronounced to transcend all others, 
being admirable alike for their purity and their stability'. 

Following the indications here laid down, we now pro- 
ceed to treat of the leading principles of our nature. \Vc 
shall study, in each case, the nature, office, and importance 
of these several principles, tracing, to a certain extent, their 
history, or, in other words, examining the forms they have 
assumed under the varying conditions of man’s existence, 
and endeavouring to ascertain the direction in which they 
are moving. This enquiry will necessarily include the 
consideration of their due regulation, and their relation and 
adjustment to each other. 

' 'Uittmj Tory kot' dptrijv iyipyuwr ^ ^ora T^y otxf iay ino\oyovft4ytus tariv 
ioHit yovy ^ ^iXo(ro>pia ffavpaards ^Soiiir «x«*’ xaffapidrirri xai 
fvXoyoy Si toT* tlSuOt rwv (r/rovyra/y rify ttayvyfjy tlyai. Ar. lith. Nic. x, 
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yi S Professor Wilson is not responsible for any portion of the present 
Volume in its final shape, it has been thought unadvisable to insert his 
name in the Title Page, Put it should here be stated that not 07 ily 
was the general plan of the work settled svilh him, but that the fol~ 
lowing specific passages {besides, probably, a few others of minor 
importance) are either based on written or oral communications from 
him or were Jointly composed by him and myself: pp. i-66 jointly (// 
is noiv almost impossible to discriminate our respective contributions to 
this chapter)', 67-69 {down to ' moral world') 91, 92 It is almost 

... dried up’)', \o^ {last paragraph) los {first paragraph); 136 
{'And here ... principles'); 170, 171 partially; 204-208 (‘ // 
ivould seem . . . limits') partially ; 217-219 (‘ The life . . . cost of 

others') partially ; 222-224 (*// stimulates . . . inoperative’) mainly; 
225-229 Some moralists ... frequently do') ; 236-238 {'Put it 
may be .. . comparison’) ; 240-244 (‘ In the more advanced . . . 

to make ') partially ; 259-260 (‘ It may be .. . exists ') partially ; 
274, 275 ; 283, 284 ('// should . . . equable dei'ehpment ') ; 288-290 
(• We hear much . . . application ’), partially ; 297 {'Hitherto . . . 
sexes ’) ; 312-315 (‘ The most acute . . . on them ’) ; 317-326 (‘ We 

now proceed . . . distinction ’), mainly ; 33*-334 •••<>/ 

action ’), mainly ; 341-334 (‘ In the earlier , . . Science of Ethics ’), 
mainly. In those passages which either embody notes or oral com- 
munications of Professor Wilson, or were written in conjunction with 
him, I have employed the term' We’ as distinguished from 'll 
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PART II.— CHAPTER I.' V 

On the Self-Regarding Feelings. 

We shall consider, in the present chapter, the class of 
principles called Self-Regarding, which constitute the least 
characteristic, though the most indispensable, part of our 
nature. This class comprehends all those principles which 
have Self for their more immediate object, rising gradually 
from those primitive desires which regard the preservation 
and convenience of life to such as have their sphere in the 
cultivation of the higher faculties and more especially the 
formation of the moral character. The lower or more 
animal forms of this class of principles, namely, the appe- 
tites, are the most urgent and imperious parts of our 
nature/ While man lives from hand to mouth, the want 
of the necessaries of life, the hard struggle for existence, 
leaves neither leisure nor inclination for the development 
of the higher faculties. At a later period of society, these 
necessary wants supply occasion for the exercise of our 
higher powers. They stimulate the intellectual faculties, 
give aim and regularity to the bodily activities, and arc the 
occasions of the appearance of many important moral 
qualities, such as industry, frugality, and, generally, the 
habits of a prudential character. Moreover, it is often 
through their instrumentality that the social feelings them- 
selves are directed to their appropriate ends ; for others have 
the same wants, and are exposed, in consequence, to the 
same hardships and sufferings as ourselves. It is partly in 
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order to supply these necessary wants that families are led 
to form themselves into larger societies and to enter into 
relations with each other, the regulation and adjustment of 
which evoke the highest intellectual effort directed by the 
largest and most generous sympathies. In short, these 
wants are the origin and condition of all our endeavours 
to improve, first, our lives and surroundings, and, finally, 
ourselves. 

It has been remarked by Bentham that ‘ there is no such 
thing as any sort of motive that is in itself a bad onc^ and 
again, that ‘ from one and the same motive, and from every 
kind of motive, may proceed actions that are good, others 
that are bad, and others that are indifferent^.’ His meaning 
would have been plainer, and these assertions less open 
to exception, if, instead of the word ‘motives,’ he had 
employed the expression ' original principles of our nature.’ 
hor there is no principle of our nature which docs not 
admit of being employed in moderation or excess, in 
subordination to reason or in defiance of it, for good or 
for evil purposes, and which does not thereby acquire a 
good or evil complexion. Thus, the self-regarding feel- 
ings, if unduly predominant, lead to selfishness, indifference 
to the feelings or welfare of others, capricious and arbitrary 
conduct; on the other hand, if duly regulated, they may 
be developed into industr>% frugality, patience, self-control, 
self-respect. Similarly, resentment is, in itself, neither a 
good nor an evil feeling, but it may lead to actions of 
all degrees of moral excellence or turpitude, admitting 
of being developed, on one side, into a sense of justice, 
on the other, into envy, cruelty, and revenge. Again, the 
semi-social feelings may lead to a slavish deference to 

‘ Principles of Morals and Legislation, ch. x. sect. lo. 

* Sect. la. 
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the opinions of others, or to that sense of shame and fear 
of public reprobation which are amongst the most valuable 
guarantees of right conduct. Even sympathy itself, ad- 
mirable as, for the most part, it is, and excellent as arc, 
generally speaking, its effects, sometimes leads to rash 
and inconsiderate actions, the tendency of which is to 
injure rather than to benefit mankind. 

It is, on account of these considerations, that it is so 
important to employ, if possible, neutral terms’ for the 
purposeof__d_esjgnatmg_tlic. origirial principles of human 
natur e. Sym pathy, unless qualified by some depreciatory 
*5l5TfHctr always has a good meaning ; and yet it seems 
impossible to replace it by any other term. The terms 

' On the importance and diflicully of finding neutral terms in Eilucs, see 
ncDthain*» Principles of MoraE and Ix'gislation, cb. lo. sect. 13. Speaking of 
an analysis of inotivci, he says : * Such on analysis, useful as it is, will be found 
to be a matter of no small ^lifTiculty; owing, in great measure, lo a certain 
I)cr\crsily of structure which prevails more or less throughout all languages. 
To speak of motives, as of any lhir)g else, one must call them by their names. 
Ifut the misfortune is, that it is rare to meet with a motive of which the name 
expresses that and nothing more. Commonly along with the very name of the 
motive, is tacitly involved a proposition imputing to it a certain cjnality; a 
quality wliich, in many cases, will appear to include that very goodness or 
badness^ concerning which we arc here inquiring whether, prO|)crly s|>cnking, it 
be or be not imputable to motives.' Ikntham suggests an interesting s]>ecula« 
tion as to the causes of the want of neutral terms in regard to all the motives, 
and of the prevalence of bad terms for the semi-social and self-regarding 
motives in particular. ‘ Partly lo (he same spirit of detraction, the natural 
consequence of the sensibility of men to the force of the moral sanction, partly 
to the influence of (he principle of asceticism, may, perhaps, be imputed the 
great abundance of bad names of motives, in comparison of such as arc good 
or neutral : and, In particular, the total want of neutral namc-s for the motives 
of sexual desire, physical desire in general, and {pecuniary interest.’ Cb. 11. 
sect, ly, note* It is obvious that the self-regard ing motives toeing all of a 
self- asserting character cannot be so pleasing lo others as those which have for 
their object the good of mankind at huge, or of large sections of mankind, their 
own included. licntbam, it will be seen, si>ccihes as one cause of the prevalence 
' of bad, or the absence of good or neutral terms, the spirit of <lctraction whidi is 
common to mankind. He refers it also to the predominance at one period of 
the ascetic view of morals, which caused men to regard every principle of 
their nature as intrinsically bad, 
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‘self-regarding,* ‘ .scrni-social,’ and ‘resentful,’ however, as 
now commonly employed by moralists, approach sufficiently 
near to a neutral sense, and hence scr\'e sufficiently well 
to designate the other great classes of feelings. 

Guided by these considerations, wc have selected the 
expression ‘ Self-Regarding’ rather than ‘Selfish’ for the 
purpose of designating that large class of feelings of 
which wc ourselves arc the more immediate objects. That 
some .such term is requisite will be plain on the slightest 
reflexion, for feelings of which wc ourselves arc the objects 
are so absolutely necessary even to self-preservation that 
without them human life would be impo.ssiblc, and what 
is essential to our very existence cannot, in itself, be an 
object of blame. 

However blameworthy these feelings may be, when 
gratified in excess or to the exclusion of others, they arc 
not only an essential part of our nature, but the very root 
and condition of those sympathetic feelings, which arc 
often so thoughtlessly exalted at their expense. A man 
cannot feel for another as himself, love another as him- 
self, respect another as himself, in one word, sympathise 
with him, unless he feels for himself, loves himself, respects 
himself To maintain the contrar>', would be a mere 
absurdity and a contradiction in terms. But still the 
language of some writers, as, for instance, of Hutcheson, 
if interpreted strictly, would seem to lead to this absurdity. 
Men, undoubtedly, are to be found who care very much 
for themselves and very little for others, but, on the other 
hand, it is rarely, if ever, that a man is jealous of his 
neighbour’s honour, of his neighbour’s reputation, of his 
neighbour’s true good, unless he is jealous of these things 
for himself. To do unto others as we would that they should 
do unto us, is all that the most perfect law of morality 
requires of us. 
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The self-regarding feelings are not only es.scntial to the 
welfare and preservation of the individual, but. as a rule, 
the material interests of society arc best promoted by each 
man looking well after his own affairs. It is, as a rule, 
by each man tr>'ing to do the best for himself, that the 
land is tilled, commodities produced, intercommunication 
facilitated, in one word, that national prosperity is created. 
There are, of course, exceptions, as, for instance, in carrying 
out gigantic works requiring much combination, but expe- 
rience seems to shew that, in advanced states of society, 
many even of these arc better executed by private enter- 
prise than by the intervention of government. And even 
government itself may be regarded as merely an instrument 
by means of which a number of persons agree to work, 
in order the belter to promote their individual interests. 
The same might be said of co-operative societies, though, 
in working both for them and the state, it must be acknow- 
ledged that there is introduced, if only to a slight extent, 
a new element of mutual trust and mutual .sacrifice whicli 
is entirely wanting in working by and for oneself. A man 
joins these societies, however, primarily, not for the sake of 
doing good to others, but for the sake of doing good to 
himself. The utter failure of all thorough-going .schemes 
of communism is a .sufficient proof of the futility of the 
attempt to substitute In an industrial organisation any 
other motive power for that which must always be the 
main, though it need not be the only one, namely a man’s 
regard for himself, or, at least, for him.sclf and his family. 
And even suppose that regard for others could, in this 
respect, be made to take the place of regard for oneself ; 
what would be the consequence? A would do a certain 
amount of work for the sake of B, and B a certain amount 
of work for the sake of A. If the amounts of work were 
unequal, the lo.ser would have a right to complain, and 
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if thc>' were equal, exactly the same result would ensue as 
at present. But that men would ever work entirely for the 
sake of others with the same vigour, the same heartiness, 
and the same untiring industry with which they now work 
for themselves, is a supposition which could never be 
realised, while human nature remains what it is. The 
sympathetic feelings arc an essential part of human nature, 
and in a well-ordered life there is ample scope for their 
exercise, but we do not really exalt them by insisting on 
intruding them into an alien province. 

The obvious necessity of the self-regarding feelings, 
and the enormous importance of their due regulation 
in the conduct of life, together with the beneficial effects 
which plainly result therefrom, have led some authors 
to suppose that they arc alone sufficient to account for 
all our actions and for all the phenomena of our moral 
nature. The most celebrated of these authors, and the 
one who expresses the view most unequivocally, is Hobbes, 
whose opinions I shall discuss at length in the chapter 
on Sympathy. Great, however, as is the ability with 
which he works out this paradox, I conceive that it Is 
untrue to facts, and that, were it possible for a man to 
divest himself entirely of the sympathetic feelings, even 
though the self-regarding feelings were developed to their 
utmost perfection, both he and society would be infinitely 
the losers. This supposition I shall now proceed briefly 
to consider. 

Suppose, what is indeed impossible in actual life, the 
case of a man actuated solely by self-regarding feelings, 
and let these feelings be so co-ordinated as to compass, 
cn each occasion, his highest individual good. What 
will be the result? It is plain that the man will be sober, 
temperate, provident, and that, under ordinarily favourable 
circumstances, he will secure for himself a large amount 
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of material prosperity. He will, according to this sup- 
position, be entirely free from the personal miseries and 
misfortunes which the majority of men entail upon them- 
selves by their misconduct and improvidence. But, though 
he will be saved from much misery, will he enjoy any 
large amount of positive happiness? He is, according 
to the supposition, cut off from all the pleasures of com- 
panionship, friendship, the domestic affections, and the 
manifold forms of sympathy. He has no one with whom 
he can share his joys or his sorrows. The exquisite 
and various charms which result from the reciprocation 
of acts of kindness and courtesy must be to him unknown. 
Moreover, many of the enjoyments which are derived 
from nature and art depend on a subtle association with 
the sympathetic feelings, and, if these did not exist, would 
be impossible. It may be questioned, then, whether the 
misery from which a man would be saved, even on the 
extreme supposition of a perfect regulation and co-ordi- 
nation of the self-regarding feelings, would at all com- 
pensate him for the happiness of which he would be 
deprived by the extinction of sympathy. But we must 
recollect that, as a matter of fact, the absence of the 
sympathetic feelings would, by no means, necessarily be 
attended by the development of perfect prudence, while, 
if wc had no regard for others, some of the most effective 
checks on the violence of our passions would be removed. 

Let us now make a similar supposition with respect 
to society. Suppose a society to consist exclusively of 
men, each having an intelligent regard for his own interests 
but entirely devoid of any concern for the good of others. 
What again, in this case, would be the result? As in 
the case of the individual, there would undoubtedly be 
a great diminution of misery. The members of the 
society, or, at least, a large majority of them, would 
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see that it was for their individual interest to take as 
effective measures as possible for the prevention of crime 
and disease, and such measures would, on this supposition, 
probably be so effective as almost totally to eradicate 
the one and considerably to diminrsh the other. By the 
exercise of prudence and foresight, moreover, almost every 
member of this society would be able to preserve himself 
from the evils of poverty. There would, in fact, if this 
supposition were realised, be absolutely no material misery, 
except what arose from unavoidable calamity. But, on 
the other hand, there could be no mutual confidence, 
except such as was guaranteed by mutual interest ; there 
could be no common action, except such as resulted in 
-some advantage to each individual engaged in it ; there 
could be no love, friendship, or charity, no loyalty, ad- 
miration, or respect. Life would lose most of its charms, 
and even the prosperous majority would lead but a cheerless 
existence, while the few who were the victims of inevitable 
misfortune would have no one to pity or succour them. 
And if this would be the case in the world as we arc 
conceiving it, where every man’s actions arc supposed to 
be dictated by the most perfect prudence, what would 
be the case in the world as it is, where the sclf-rc[rardinL>- 
feelings arc so far from being under the complete control 
of reason, that they often bring even to the individual 
himself almost as much misery as they avert? Eradicate 
the sympathetic feelings, and leave mankind in all other 
respects as tliey arc ; there would certainly not be less 
misery in the world, while, as certainly, the main springs 
of our happiness would be dried up. 

We see, then, that, under the most favourable sup- 
position, the eradication of the sympathetic feelings would 
leave to mankind a much smaller balance of pleasure over 
pain than at present falls to their lot, while, all other 
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circumstances remaining as they are, the ratio would be 
enormously diminished, even if society, in anything like 
its present form, could prolong its existence. But. in- 
dispensable as are the social feelings to the cnjoj’mcnt 
and conduct of life, we must beware of insisting too 
exclusively on their value at the expense of those which 
more directly regard our personal interests. A man 
entirely devoid of the social feelings might continue to 
live, and even to enjoy material prosperity, but a man, 
if such wc can conceive, with no regard to his own 
preserv’ation or comfort could hardly sustain life for a 
day. Nor is it desirable to diminish a man’s regard for 
himself. In most men there is rather a defect of rational 
regard to their own interests than an cxce.ss of it. It 
is the perversion or the disproportionate development of 
the self-regarding feelings, and not their absolute strength, 
which constitutes a man unamiable, selfish, or vicious. 

One reason, perhaps, why the self-regarding feelings 
have been so much depreciated or neglected by moralists 
is the very fact that they are of so fundamental a character, 
and are .so essential to the conduct of human life. Men 
are apt to be attracted by what is rare in comparison of 
what is common, and hence a stern sense of justice or 
a tender feeling of compassion extorts our admiration or 
excites our sympathy, while there is little to arrest our 
attention in the more homely virtues of industry, frugality, 
or resignation. 

I shall now proceed to consider the various forms as- 
sumed by the self-regarding feelings, their regulation and 
co-ordination, their use and abuse, and the several habits 
which result from their exercise or control. 

In this class of principles 1 comprehend all those, whether 
original or acquired, which have self for their more immediate 
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object. These principles it is exceedingly difficult to ar- 
range according to any order of development ; for, with 
the exception of the love of wealth, which is undoubtedly 
derived, all of them appear, in some form or other, to 
exist even in the most primitive conditions of human life. 
Equally difficult is it to propose a complete enumeration 
of them. But it will be sufficient, for my purpose, if I 
draw attention to those which are important in the moral 
constitution of human nature and arrange them in, what 
so far as I can conjecture, is the most probable order of 
their development. 

The most patent to observation of the primary instincts, 
feelings, or whatever we may call them, in man, as in all 
other animals, are that of self-preservation or the love of 
life and the desire to relieve the wants or gratify the 
appetites of the animal nature. In this class must 
be included the desire to assuage hunger or thirst, to 
relieve extreme warmth or cold, undue pressure, and the 
like disagreeable sensations, as well as the desire for what 
is agreeable to the palate, the sexual appetite, and other 
positive impulses. All these feelings may be classified 
under three heads, namely, the negative desire of relieving 
such wants as arc attended with bodily discomfort, the 
positive desire of gratifying such appetites as are followed 
by bodily pleasure, and the instinct, as it is generally 
called, of self-preseiwation. The question as to which, or 
whether any, of these desires is prior to, or a condition of, 
the others, is one which it does not concern us to discuss. 
It is sufficient to point out that the desires or impulses to 
•/ relieve wants, to gratify appetites, and to avoid destruction 
are such simple facts of our nature that not only human, 
but even animal life cannot be conceived of as existing 
without them. Moreover, if we carry our analysis suf- 
ficiently far, they will be found to have furnished the 
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motives, through the continued action of whicii on the 
mind, many of the other desires, to be discussed prcsentl)’, 
a-s, notably, the love of wealth, and, perhaps, the love of 
power, have originally come into being. Many authors 
have, in fact, supposed that cither in the histor>’ of the 
individual or in that of the race, there was a time when 
the primary desires alone existed, so that, according to this 
theory, all other desires originated in the way of suggesting 
means for their satisfaction. 

Among these primary desires should be specified the 
love of ease and the love of occupation. Every animal with 
a muscular organisation delights in exercising it, and, after 
exercising it for a time, becomes fatigued and seeks repose. 
Exertion and rest alternate throughout life, fatigue in- 
variably inducing the desire to rest, and ennui, so to speak, 
stimulating to exertion. It is indifferent to the present 
purpose whether the exertion be that of a higli or of a low 
type of organisation, whether it be cori)orcal or mental, the 
principle in all these cases being the .same. 

Less simple than the feelings hitherto described, though 
possibly, in their origin, closely connected with them, and 
growing out of them, arc the love of distinction and the 
love of knoivlcdge. The lower animals, so far as we may 
venture to make any assertions with respect to their mental 
constitution, appear, in many instances, to be without thc.se 
desires, except in their most rudimentary form. At the 
same time, if we take the words significant of these feelings 
in a sufficiently wide sense, some of the more intelligent 
of the lower animals appear to exhibit them after much 
the same fashion as ourselves. Morses, dogs, cat.s, and 
monkeys often display considerable curiosity, and to wit- 
ness rivalry amongst the lower animals is by no means an 
uncommon occurrence. In man, however, especially when 
he attains to civilisation, thc.se passions become so much 
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more intense, admit of so many more applications, and 
exert so much more powerful an influence over life than 
in the case of any of the lower animals, that they appear 
to occupy a wholly different place in the economy of his 
constitution, and, on the supposition that they have origin- 
ally grown out of the primary desires, to have become 
entirely dissociated from the parent stem. Of the.se two, 
the love of distinction or pre-eminence (which must be 
carefully distinguished from the love of power, to be noticed 
presently, as well as from the love of approbation which is 
a semi-social rather than a self-regarding feeling) seems, 
in the great majority of men, to operate far more constantly 
and with far greater force than the love of knowledge. 
Analyse almost any action of our lives — our conduct of 
business, our conversations, our amusements — and we shall 
find tluit the desire of distinguishing ourselves or of out- 
stripping our companions has often, when we have ourselves 
been least conscious of it, inspired our acts or words. Kven 
in intellectual study itself, it is familiar to every teacher 
how much more the average pupil is actuated by the love 
of distinction than by the desire of knowledge. In some 
professions, as, for instance, in that of the soldier, this 
desire not only is, but is acknowledged to be, the governing 
principle of life. To ‘make oneself a name’ is always 
regarded as a laudable and honourable ambition. Few 
men ever seem, under any circumstances, to question the 
perfect propriety of the love of distinction as a motive of 
conduct. Probably society has stamped this feeling with 
too emphatic and too indiscriminate a mark of approbation, 
though it must be granted that few feelings have been a 
more frequent source of noble and useful actions. On the 
other hand, the love of knowledge, perhaps, from having 
been confined, in its higher manifestations, to so small a 
number of persons, has never met with sufficient recogni- 
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tion from the world. Yet surely to know the secrets of 
nature, the history of man, and the workings of the human 
heart and intellect, is a more worthy ambition than to 
outstrip others in the race of life or in the contest of 
the moment, or even to leave a name behind one. Before 
dismissing these two feelings, it may be well to recall the 
attention of the reader to the fact that they present them- 
selves in the most various forms and exist within the 
widest ranges, from the curiosity of the mollusc that peeps 
outside its shell to the speculations of the philosopher who 
attempts to weigh the stars or to fathom the secret springs 
of human conduct, and from the hardly conscious pride 
of the bird which exhibits its plumage to the far-seeing 
anticipations of the statesman, the warrior, or the poet 
who hopes for everlasting fame. 

The love of reputatiou and the lox'C of fame (which will 
be further considered under the head of the semi-social 
fceling.s) may be regarded as higher developments of the 
love of distinction. Both imply a considerable amount of 
imagination and foresight, and both aim at a distinction 
which should be more or less widely recognised, and more 
or less durable. They may, perhaps, be distinguished from 
each other, the one as being content with local and con- 
temporary, the other as endeavouring to compass more 
widely extended or even posthumous distinction as well. 

In the next group of self-regarding propensions may 
be placed the loi'c of power, the love of liberty, and the 
love of wealth. The love of power and the love of wealth 
arc, in their ruder forms, to some extent exemplified in 
the lower animals, and it need hardly be said that, where- 
ever the power, whether of man or beast, produces 
involuntary constraint, the love of liberty is certain to be 
aroused. The conscious effort, however, to gratify these 
desires implies, perhaps, more foresight than docs the 
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effort, often only half conscious, to gratify the desires pre- 
viously noticed, and hence they may appropriately be 
considered together. 

The love of power seems to have its roots in the primary 
desires and in the love of distinction. In primitive states 
of society, power, where it exists at all, is, for the most 
part, absolute, and is exercised rather over the persons 
than over the minds of those who arc subject to it. 
Hence the power of commanding or influencing a number 
of persons becomes necessarily associated with the good 
things which they are able to procure by their labour or 
aggressions, or, when procured, to defend from the aggres- 
sions of others. The distinction, moreover, of a chieftain 
or other powerful person is almost exactly proportional to 
the number of followers whose attendance he can com- 
mand, and in feudal, and even in comparatively recent, 
times, large retinues of dependants have frequently been 
maintained .solely for purposes of ostentation and display. 
As ci\ ilisation advances, however, power is often coveted 
for far purer objects than mere personal aggrandisement 
or distinction ; it is sought as a means of carrying out 
great projects or reforms, of advancing local or national 
interests, of ameliorating the condition, physical, moral, or 
intellectual, of large sections of mankind. And, as this 
becomes more and more the case, the power coveted is less 
of a physical and more of a moral character, less over the 
persons and more over the minds of men. In our own times 
there are probably few men of any education or refinement 
who would care to possess absolute power over the persons 
of any of their fellow-citizens ; there are probably equally 
few who would not put fortli their utmost exertions, if 
they thought such exertions would secure them a moral 
power over the minds, the aims and aspirations, of any 
large section of their neighbours. The social and political 
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aims for which the most enlightened men among our 
contemporaries covet influence over others, would be 
absolutely unintelligible to a savage. So complete is 
the transformation which civilisation works in the cha- 
racter of our desires ! And yet even the desire to exercise 
moral power over the minds of others may become 
directly opposed to what properly constitutes respect for 
others, namely, a regard to the attributes of humanity in 
their persons. The love of domination, the desire to make 
the mind and will of others bend to our own is often an 
irrational and inhuman propensity, and, if long indulged 
in, becomes in some natures an overpowering passion. 
The intolerance which seeks to force our own opinions on 
other men is less brutal, perhap.s, than the desire to control 
their actions, but it is more inquisitorial and, therefore, 
more tyrannical. On the other hand, to aim at determining 
the will of men through their understanding, at convincing 
them by argument and persuasion, is a perfectly legitimate 
and often a highly praiseworthy object, 

The love of liberty may be regarded as the counterpart 
of the love of power. As the superior desires power, so 
the inferior desires liberty, that is to say, emancipation 
from the power of his superior. This is especially the ca.se 
in early times and in backward states of society, where 
power is often tyrannical and not infrequently cruel. The 
one pas.sion of a sla\'c, as soon as he obtains a glimmer of 
intelligence, is to become a freeman. Even where the 
relation is far less stringent than that between master and 
slave, the love of liberty may be the ‘ ruling passion,' as it 
is termed, and c.spccially where tlie power against which it 
rebels is conceived of as unjust or usurped ; a fact of which 
we have numerous instances amongst whole peoples and 
classes, as, for example, the Plebs of Rome, the Burghers 
of the Middle Ages, and the ‘nationalities' which, rightly 
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or wrongly, have regarded themselves as oppressed, within 
our own generation. It must be borne in mind, however, 
that, as there is a rational and regulated, so there is an 
irrational and unregulated, love of liberty. All real and 
permanent liberty is the creation of law, and, therefore, in 
a truly civilised state of society, the love of liberty takes 
the form of attachment to the laws, while it secures justice 
in the laws which create this liberty. Thus regulated, the 
love of liberty is wholly distinct from a disposition to 
licence, a propensity which always indicates imperfection 
and instability of character, demanding the imposition of 
restraints from without. 

It should be noticed that the phrase ‘love of liberty’ is 
employed solely in those cases where the power whose 
exertion is resented is physical, or where, by the ultimate 
consequences which rebellion entails, it is equivalent to 
physical power. Where the power of which the exertion 
is resented is moral and not physical, the appropriate phrase 
is not ‘ love of liberty’ but ‘ love of independence.’ Thus, a 
man is said to have an ‘ independent’ mind when he attempts 
to think for himself on questions settled by authority, or an 
‘ independent’ spirit when he votes or acts contrary to some 
predominant influence. This independence of mind or spirit 
is always a praiseworthy quality, so long as it respects, for 
what they are worth, the reasons on which authority is 
founded and the beneficial results of which any particular 
influence may be productive. Though these feelings are 
undoubtedly liable to abuse, it is by the love of liberty and 
the love of independence, combined with the love of truth, 
that all great advances in civilisation have been accom- 
plished, and, unless, from time to time, they flashed forth with 
some intensity, the life of mankind would become a dreary 
and monotonous bondage to authority, custom, and force. ^ 
A feeling of a wholly different character from the love 
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of exerting power over others is that sense of power whicli 
accompanies the free use of vigorous faculties, and is 
evinced in overcoming difficulties material and moral. 
This feeling may be distinguished as the love of excellence. 
The pleasures of power in this sense are the encourage- 
ment and reward of active exertion, and they contribute 
largely to produce love of freedom, both in thought and 
action. Sometimes these pleasures are known as the plea- 
sures of skill. They constitute an appreciable element in 
the happiness of all men, and a preponderating element 
in the happiness of some. The pleasure of doing work 
well, and specially of surmounting difficulties, is a satis- 
faction to ourselves by which others profit, and is therefore 
doubly praiseworthy; but, if the consciousness of skill and 
the desire to display it be perceptible in the work of the 
artist, it is a certain obstacle to his success, more par- 
ticularly in high art. It indicates weakness of mind or 
character, and is incompatible with that concentration of 
feeling on the object which seems necessary to produce 
work of transcendent excellence. 

The love of excellence for its own sake, the feeling just 
noticed, it need hardly be pointed out, is essentially 
different from the love of distinction or superiority, 
though the common forms of expression have a tendency 
to conceal the difference. 

The love of wealth, as distinct from the desire for objects 
of immediate gratification, in which it undoubtedly takes its 
rise, has always afforded a favourite example in illustrating 
the force and nature of Association. From the objects of 
immediate gratification, our desires, modified by foresight, 
fasten on the objects of future gratification, and, as the 
vista of the future constantly enlarges, and new contin- 
gencies are continually being taken into account, we come 
to think less of our immediate and more of our remote: 
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wants. We make plans too for providing for the remote 
wants of those connected with us as well as for our own. 
There is a still further stage when the desire is transferred 
from the end to the means, from the gratification of our 
wants or those of others to the money by which the grati- 
fication is to be procured, and so complete frequently 
is this transference that men amass money without any 
regard whatever to its future uses cither for their own pur- 
poses or those of their friends and dependants. Frequently 
as the development of this desire has been discussed, it 
has perhaps never been put in a clearer light than by 
Hartley, whose words we may quote : 

' The love of money may be considered as the chief 
species of gross self-interest, and will help us, in an eminent 
manner, to unfold the mutual influences of our pleasures 
and pains, with the factitious nature of the intellectual 
ones, and the doctrine of association in general, as well as 
the particular progress, windings, and endless redoublings 
of self-love. For it is evident, at first sight, that money 
cannot naturally and originally be the object of our faculties ; 
no child can be supposed born with the love of it. Yet we 
see that some small degrees of this love rise early in 
infancy; that it generally increases during youth and man- 
hood ; and that at last, in some old persons, it so engrosses 
and absorbs all their passions and pursuits, as that, from 
being considered as the representative, standard, common 
measure and means of obtaining the commodities which 
occur in common life, it shall be esteemed the adequate 
exponent and means of happiness in general, and the thing 
itself, the sum total of all that is desirable in life. Now 
the monstrous and gigantic size of this passion, in such 
cases, supported evidently by association alone, will render 
its progress and growth more conspicuous and striking ; 
and consequently greatly contribute to explain the corre- 
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.spending particulars in other passions, where they are less 
obv’ious. 

‘ Let us inquire, therefore, for what reason it is that 
children first begin to love money. Now they observe 
that money procures for them the pleasures of sensation, 
with such of imagination as they have acquired a relish 
fo**- They sec that it is highly valued by others ; that 
those who possess it arc much regarded and caressed ; 
that the possession of it is generally attended by fine 
clothes, titles, magnificent buildings, &c.; imitation, and 
the common contagion of human life, having great power 
here, as in other cases. Since therefore ideas exciting 
desire arc thus heaped upon money by successive asso- 
ciations perpetually recurring, the desire of it in certain 
sums and manners, viz. such as have often recurred with 
the concomitant pleasures, must iit last grow stronger than 
the fainter sensible and intellectual pleasures ; so that a 
child shall prefer a piece of money to many actual grati- 
fications to be enjoyed immediately. 

And as all the fore-mentioned associations, or such as 
are analogous to them, continue during life, it seems pro- 
bable that the love of money would at last devour all the 
particular desires, upon which it is grounded, was it not 
restrained by counter-associations ; just as it was observed 
above that the pleasure of gratifying the will would devour 
all the particular pleasures, to which it is a constant 
associate, did not repeated disappointments preserve us 
from this enormous increase of wilfulness.' .... 

‘ We may see also why the love of money must, in 
general, grow stronger with age; and especially if the 
particular gratifications, to which the person was most 
inclined, become insipid or unattainable— Why frequent 
reflections upon money in possession, and the actual 
viewing large sums, strengthen the associations by which 

C a 


20 


SELF-REGARDING FEELINGS. 


[Pan II. 


covetousness is generated — Why children, persons in private 
and low life, and indeed most others, are differently affected 
towards the same sum of monc)', in different forms, gold, 
silver, notes, &c.'.’ 

This explanation would have been more complete had 
it taken account of the fear of poverty and the desire of 
making a sufficient provision for others as additional 
elements in the formation of the association. 

It may be remarked that private property is the in- 
variable concomitant of the desire of accumulating wealth. 
No man, without the desire of storing up supplies for future 
emergencies, would care to possess property peculiar to 
liimsclf. The origin of private property, and the steps 
by which private ownership became legalised, it does not 

fall within our province to discuss, but we may remark 
% 

that the ethical effects of this institution hai'e usually been 
passed over by moralists without sufficient'recognition. Its 
ill effects, indeed — a tendency to stimulate selfishness and 
to create a grasping and covetous disposition — are obvious 
enough, and are almost common-places of ethics. But its 
good effects — its tendency to lead men to take an interest 
in all around them, its tendency to stimulate frugality, to 
foster concentration of purpose, to quicken industry, and 
thereby to advance all material improvements — have, com- 
paratively speaking, been seldom pointed out. And yet, 
as no society ever has made, so it may be questioned 
whether any society ever could make, any real progress 
in civilisation, till this institution had become, at least, 
widely prevalent in it. Tribal ownership is consistent 
enough with pastoral pursuits, but as soon as a people 
begins to till the land, to practise manufactures on any 
extensive scale, or to carry on any important commercial 
dealings with other nations, it seems as if a private interest 

' Hartley’s Observations on Man, Part I. ch. 4. sect. 3. 
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in his gains were necessary to stimulate the industry of 
each individual engaged in furthering these ends. There 
are few savage tribes in which private property exists to 
any great extent^ and there is certainly no civilised nation 
in which it does not lie at the very basis of legislation. 

There is no desire, perhaps, which, when it has once 
acquired a hold on a man, is more intense or more con- 
stantly operative than the desire of accumulation. This 
fact is partly to be accounted for from the facility for the 
exercise of the desire, there being daily, and almost hourly, 
opportunities either of saving or acquiring, partly from the 
exactness with which the results of its gratification can be 
calculated, and partly from the comparative permanence of 
those results when acquired. 

^ I do not pretend to enumerate the whole of the self- 
regarding propensions, but 1 may now sum up the principal 
varieties as (i) the primary desires, that i.s, the instinct of 
self-preservation or the love of life, and the desire to 
relieve our bodily wants or satisfy our bodily impulses, 
including, as special forms of the latter division, the desires 
to assuage hunger and thirst, the sexual appetite, the love 
of ease, and the love of exertion or occupation ; (2) the 
love of distinction and the love of knowledge; (3) the love 
of power and love of liberty ; (4) the pleasures of skill 
and the love of excellence; (5) the love of 7veali/i. It 
must be recollected that these groups arc arranged ac- 
cording to what appears, so far as we can form any 


* Ou the growth of private properly, an<l especially in land, sec Maine's 
Ancient Law, ch. 8 ; and for an illustration of the statement in the leal, as 
well as some occeptions to it, see Lubbock's Origin of Civilization, ch* 9 * 
There is a curious chapter in the Dc Rcpublica l^ccdacmooiorucn attributed 
to Xenophon (sect* 8 ), shewing the extent to which Community of Property 
still existed at Sparta in historical times. Any Spartan citizen might use the 
alaves, horses, dogs, or even, when out hunting, the food of the other 
citizens. 
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conjecture on the subject, to be the probable order of 
development, not according to any supposed order of 
excellence. 


Connected with the desires just enumerated are several 
words expressive of habits of a praise-worthy or blame- 
worthy nature. Greediness and Gluttony are appropriated 
to the habit of over-indulgence in food, Intemperance to 
that of excess in intoxicating drinks. While Intemperance 
is employed in this restricted sense, Temperance is used 
in a wider signification, as opposed not only to Intem- 
perance but to Gluttony or Greediness, the word Sobriety 
being the more exact counterpart of Intemperance. Chastity, 
Unchastity, Self-control, Lust, are all words connected with 
the indulgence or restraint of the sexual appetite, though 
the third is often employed in a much wider sense, with 
reference to our appetites and passions in general. 

Chastity, like Temperance, is pre-eminently one of those 
virtues which, though originating in self-regard, affect the 
welfare of others as well as of ourselves^. If the mass 
of any society were habitually intemperate, that sustained 
labour and cheerful co-operation, which are essential to 
the successful prosecution of any industrial undertaking, 
would evidently be impossible. And, in like manner, 
unless fidelity to conjugal engagements were the prevailing 
rule, the family bond would soon be so impaired, as not 
only to loosen, or even obliterate, the domestic affections, 

* It, perhaps, hardly needs to be expressly stated that there is no one of the 
habits, originating in the sclf*rcgarding feelings, which may not affect the 
welfare of others than the person himself. And sometimes these secondary 
effects, 09 they may be called, are more important than the primary ones. 
The miseries entailed by a dmnkard upon his family and remote descendants are, 
for instance, often far greater than any injury which he inflicts upon himself. 
And the effects of Prudence are often far more conspicuous in future generations 
or amongst fellow-townsmen or fellow-countrymen than in the fortunes or 
happiness of the man who has himself exercised the virtue. 



Chap. I.} 


CHASTITY. 


23 


but to undermine al! those specific enactments or tacit 
understandings on which the devolution of property and 
the organisation of society now depend. Without trenching 
on any vexed question, it may safely be said that purit>' 
before marriage, fidelity to the conjugal tie, when once 
formed, and the restriction of monogamy seem, as a general 
rule, to be essential to the creation of any high standard 
either of individual or of national excellence. Nor, unless 
marriage, in some form or other, had come to exist, can 
we well see how society could ever have emerged out 
of barbarism. 

It may be remarked, in passing, that Chastity, if not 
mainly, is at least very largely enforced by the semi-social 
feelings of love of approbation and fear of disapprobation, 
to be discussed in a subsequent chapter. 

It is curious that there exists no term, significant of 
praise or blam(^ in connexion with the desire or feelinii 
which we have called the Love of Life or the instinct 
of Self-preservation. This fact seems to afford the best 
evidence of the common opinion that the love of life not 
only ought to be intense in every man but that it actually 
is so. We cannot praise or blame a man for the possession 
of a feeling in an intense form, when every other man 
possesses it equally intensely. It is true that this opinion 
is not exactly borne out by facts, there being some men 
less tenacious of life than others, but the exceptions may 
be regarded as inconsiderable. Though, however, the love 
of life is and ought to be intense, when regarded in itself, 
it may come into collision with other feelings, such as 
one of the other primary desires, the love of wealth, the 
love of honour, self-respect, or sympathy, and so become 
wholly or partially inoperative. There arc several terms 
which express the relative intensity of the feeling under 
such circumstances as these. Cowardice, Pusillanimity, 
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Fauitheariedness express an excessive unwillingness to 
face danger, where it is implied that there is an adequate 
cause for so doing. On the other hand, Rashness and 
Foolhardiness express an undue contempt for danger or 
a readiness to face it on inadequate occasions. Bravery^ 
Fortitude, or Courage lies between both these extremes, 
and, while it never acts irrationally, never flinches from 
danger when the motives are adequate and the expectation 
of success is reasonable. Primarily, the word Courage 
appears to have been applied exclusively to the readiness 
to face physical dangers. But in more settled times, 
when dangers to the person and property are less con- 
stantly present to the imagination, when society by its 
laws affords the protection which men once owed to their 
individual prowess, and regular armies are employed 
against external enemies, this quality naturally takes a 
new form and is directed to different objects. The 
dangers and the difficulties which men have now to 
encounter are not exclusively or even chiefly those which 
are occasioned by war or violence, and the word Courage 
is now used in a much more extended meaning, as when 
we speak of a man's courage in undertaking some financial, 
literary, or political enterprise, or in sustaining some 
misfortune, or in braving public opinion where he believes 
himself to be in the right In this application the term 
is often qualified as Moral Courage. This is one of the 
highest qualities which a man can possess, and is often 
indispensable to the reparation of acts of injustice or to 
the accomplishment of great moral or social reforms. 
The men who have accomplished most good for mankind 
are those who have united this quality with a strong 
intellect and beneficent intentions. 

The term Fortitude, though used generically as the 
equivalent of Courage, is also sometimes appropriated 
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specially to those who shew fearlessness in facing pain 
rather than danger. In this sense, its meaning approaches 
to that of Patience, a habit which will be noticed below. 

It may be noticed that when men brav'c the opinions 
of their fellows on insufficient grounds, the quality which 
leads them to do so is no longer called Courage but 
Indifference to Public Opinion; while, if their acts arc 
regarded as manifestly wrong or shameful, it assumes the 
name of Audacity or Shamelessness. I am here, however, 
beginning to intrude on another province, that of the 
semi-social feelings. 

Courage in the original sense of the term, that is. 
Physical Courage, though it never ceases to be indis- 
pensable in a community which values its independence, 
was naturally regarded as of more relative importance 
at a time when neighbouring tribes were always at war 
with one another, than it is now, when society is, for the 
most part, organised on an industrial basis. Mcncc, in 
the languages of Greece and Rome, it usurps to itself 
the name of the quality which is distinctive of man, 
* Manline.ss,’ 'Virtue/ ‘Virtus,’ It is thus to 

the military period of society, through which all races 
have at 'some time passed, that Courage owes much of 
the estimation with which we now regard it. The necessity 
for it was then continually present to the minds of men, 
and the circumstances under which it was displayed were 
such as to impress the general imagination in the most 
forcible manner. Even still, as we might e.xpcct, this 
quality seems to be held in estimation, much in proportion 
to the military character and military c.xigencies of a 
state. But, wherever there exists a standing army of 
professional soldiers, deficiency in this respect is usually 
tolerated in persons not belonging to the military profession. 
Thus, in our own country, it would be an unpardonable 
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insult to call a soldier a coward, but there are probably 
many peaceable civilians who would accept such an im- 
putation with equanimity. 

The love of ease and the love of occupation are, from 
one point of view, opposed, though, from another, they 
are the necessary complement of each other. When the 
love of case is in excess, the state resulting is called 
mdolcucc, laztucsSy or idlcuessy the last term, perhaps, de- 
noting a more permanent state than the two former. 
•And, as a man’s time cannot be wholly unoccupied, the 
love of case, or the disposition to .shrink from the serious 
business of life, often assumes the form of love of amusement, 
a feeling, it may be remarked, which threatens to become 
a passion in modern society, especially in our own country, 
and most injuriously to interfere with the performance 
of the proper functions of the leisured classes. In 
moderation, amusement is one of the adornments of life ; 
in excess, it thwarts the very purposes for which life 
exists. There are no equally definite terms to express 
an excess of the love of occupation, but we sometimes 
.speak, in language slightly disparaging, of excessive energy 
or of a plodding or slaving disposition, and, when this 
excessive energy is employed on the affairs of others, in 
terms decidedly disparaging, of fussiness or meddlesomeness. 
In English there is no term to express weariness of ease, 
or rather of the lack of occupation, but the French have 
the term ennui. Energy, industry, patience, and persever- 
ance are all terms connected with the love of occupa- 
tion or employment, which is itself usually stimulated or 
intensified by other desires, and especially by the need of 
satisfying the more pressing wants of our nature. Energy 
implies a capacity and readiness for intense or active 
employment, at least for a time, but does not necessarily 
imply, though it does not exclude, either a capacity or 
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a readiness for continuous effort. Both capacity and 
readiness for continuous effort are, however, implied in 
the term Industry. The distinction between what wc 
might call spasmodic and habitual energy', or industry, 
is well drawn out by Mr. Mill in the following passage 
of his Political Economy, in which he is speaking of the 
Causes of Productiveness : 

‘ As the second, therefore, of the causes of superior pro- 
ductiveness, we may rank the greater energy of labour. 
By this is not to be understood occasional, but regular 
and habitual energ>". No one undergoes, without murmur- 
ing, a greater amount of occasional, fatigue and hardship, 
or has his bodily powers, and such faculties of mind as 
he possesses, kept longer at their utmost stretch, than the 
North American Indian ; yet his indolence is proverbial, 
whenever he has a brief respite from the pressure of present 
wants. Individuals, or nations, do not differ so much in 
the efforts they arc able and willing to make under strong 
immediate incentives, as in their capacity of present ex- 
ertion for a distant object, and in the thoroughness of their 
application to work on ordinary occasions. Some amount 
of these qualities is a necessary condition of any great 
improvement among mankind. To civilize a savage, he 
must be inspired with new \vants and desires, even if not 
of a very elevated kind, provided that their gratification 
can be a motive to steady and regular bodily and mental 
exertion. If the negroes of Jamaica and Dcmcrara, after 
their emancipation, had contented themselves, as it was 
predicted they would do, with the necessaries of life, and 
abandoned all labour beyond the little which in a tropical 
climate, with a thin population and abundance of the 
richest land, is sufficient to support existence, they would 
have sunk into a condition more barbarous, though less 
unhappy, than their previous state of slavery. The motive 
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which was most relied on for inducing them to work was 
their love of fine clothes and personal ornaments. No one 
will stand up for this taste as worthy of being cultivated, 
and in most societies its indulgence tends to impoverish 
rather than to enrich ; but in the state of mind of the 
negroes it might have been the only incentive that could 
make them voluntarily undergo systematic labour, and so 
acquire or maintain habits of voluntary industry which 
may be converted to more valuable ends 

The habit perseverance or of continuous effort is that 
which, added to energy, constitutes industry. When used 
alone, the term is often taken to imply a lack of that 
capacity for extraordinary efforts which is often so useful 
on sudden emergencies, but there is no reason why 
the two qualities should exclude each other. The men 
most capable of extraordinary exertion are often those 
who can also maintain a very high level of continuous 
effort. 

Patience is a term often used in combination with 
Perseverance. When thus employed, it denotes that habit 
of passive endurance in labour without which the habit of 
continuous effort would often be impossible. But its 
sphere is frequently extended from endurance under fatigue 
to suffering in general. In this sense it may be called 
passive courage. When compared with that virtue, it may 
be regarded as the habit of submission to the inevitable, 
as Courage is the habit of struggling with the evitable. 
To learn what evils he cannot prevent or avoid is one 
of man’s most difficult lessons, and to submit to these evils, 
when he has learnt them, with resignation and cheerfulness 
is one of the most admirable qualities of which he is capable. 
Impatience and restlessness under sufferings which we 


MilFs Political Economy^ Book L ch, 7, { 3. 
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cannot remove have no other cfTect than that of doubling^ 
their intensity. 

‘Levius fit patientia, 

Quidquid corrigere est nc/as.’ 

The virtue of Patience is enjoined with great force 
and beauty in the writings of the New Testament, and 
especially in the precepts of Christ himself. It grew 
up under the influence of the religious sentiment at a 
time when active courage seemed powerless to deal witli 
the wrongs and oppressions which everywhere prevailed. 
It was under circumstances of almost hopeless suffering 
that the teaching of Christ on this head found a ready 
response in the breast of mankind, impressing the imagi- 
nation in a manner which has never since been obliterated. 
It is interesting to obsen-c how the general suffering of 
the time resulted in the development of a new moral 
life, compensating in some degree for the suffering which 
occasioned it. The depths of his own nature arc a reve- 
lation to man, gradually completing the idea of his 

humanity and intensifying the sentiment with which it 
is regarded. 

Patience in the true sense of the word should be 
carefully distinguished from those spurious forms which 
bear a certain resemblance to it : from Stoical apathy 
on the one hand, which is founded on pride, and from 
the monastic virtues, on the other, which affect to promote 
a higher life by the endurance of unneccs.sary suffering. 
True Patience does not court suffering, but accepts it 
with resignation and fortitude, as that which is the in- 
evitable lot of humanity. 

This, perhaps, may be an appropriate place in which 
to speak briefly of Suicide. Suicide has been condemned 
by a variety of considerations : by some of the ancient 
philosophers as an act of ingratitude to the state, and as 
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displaying an unwillingness to take part in its burdens ; by 
Christian theologians as an act of presumption in cutting 
short the period of probation to which God has appointed us ; 
by some modern writers, like Paley, on account of the mis- 
chief which, were it a common occurrence, it would produce 
by spreading distress and alarm throughout society, and 
specially amongst those who arc dependant on the ex- 
ertions of others. It seems to be especially condemned 
by considerations such as those on which we have just been 
dwelling. Having an appearance of heroism, though in 
reality cowardice, it has a peculiar attraction for a weak and 
morbid imagination. But it is plainly inconsistent with 
those principles of patience and resignation, regard for the 
sacredness and indefinite value of human life, which, 
growing up mainly under the influences of Christianity, 
though fostered in no small degree by their own vitality, 
the moralist must, on reflexion, regard as being as con- 
ducive to the interests of society as they are engaging and 
attractive. Suicide was tolerated and even applauded 
by a philosophy which, however noble, was yet founded 
in pride. It cannot consist with those softer and gentler 
feelings of humanity which we have just described. ^ 
Closely connected with Patience is the habit of Obedience. 
This habit may be utterly unreasoning, and degenerate 
into Slavishness, but, when in a healthy condition, it may 
be defined as the habit of submission to competent 
guidance, for the purpose of attaining some common good. 
That the existence of this habit in the great mass of 
the community is absolutely necessary to any co-operation 
for common purposes or even to the very continuance 
of society hardly needs to be pointed out. Co-operation 
implies guidance, and guidance is impossible without sub- 
mission. But the moral effects of the habit on the general 
character are, perhaps, less obvious. And yet, on reflexion, 
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it will be seen that a habit of ready and cheerful sub- 
mission to law, imposed on rational and intcllieiblc 
grounds, must act beneficially on the character in \'arious 
ways, as, for instance, by producing a fixed habit of 
self-control, by imparting to our actions a conscious dignit>' 
and sense of moral worth, and by fostering and strength- 
ening the sympathetic feelings which bind us to our 
fellow-men. Nor is this habit, at least in any high degree, 
a very common one. Except as the effect of fear, it is 
rarely found in the lower types of men, individual or 
national. All Law or rule, being imposed from without, 
is a restraint, and habitual or consistent obedience to it 
even though the Law be manifestly conducive to our 
own advantage, implies the sacrifice of inclinations very 
difficult to overcome. Men arc by nature averse to dis- 
cipline and restraint, capricious, wilful, impatient of control 
from without, wanting in foresight, disposed to catch at 
any present gratification or momentary advantage. The 
deliberate self-control and self-denial, which are implied 
in a loving, cheerful, and intelligent obedience to Law, 
arc a slow product of civilisation, and the individual who 
possesses them, or shews a capacity for acquiring them, 
has attained to an excellence of moral character which 
distinguishes him from the great mass of mankind. 

It will be found, on examination, that obedience of 
the kind we have been describing implies the growth 
and development, and that to a considerable extent, of 
some of the very highest attributes of our nature. The 
understanding must be highly cultivated, in order to 
perceive the reasons on which the Law is founded and 
the advantages resulting from submission to it. Again, 
the imagination must be vigorous, in order to give to 
future pains and pleasures the force necessary to make 
them operate on the will and outweigh present allurements 
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and distractions. Further, the character or permanent 
moral element in the man must be sufficiently strong 
to withstand the action of the various temporary desires 
and feelings which, if they met with no barrier, would 
make him, like many of the lower animals, the slave of 
every passing inclination. Lastly, the advantages of 
obedience to rule in particular cases are frequently so 
remote that this obedience can only be secured by self- 
regarding considerations of a very refined description, such 
as a consideration of the ultimate effects on our character 
and conscience. In such cases, a willing submission to 
restraint implies a generosity of disposition and an ab- 
negation of self, that is, a readiness to sacrifice oneself 
to the rule, which arc truly elevating and noble, and 
which may even be called disinterested in the true sense 
of the term. 

Though Industry and the kindred virtues are most 
naturally discussed in connexion with the Love of Oc- 
cupation and the other primary desires, there is no one 
of the feelings we arc discussing, nor indeed of the feelings 
of human nature in general, which is not capable of giving 
occasion for their exercise. Men will exhibit energy, 
perseverance, industry, patience, in order to avenge them- 
selves on their enemies, to requite their benefactors, to 
do good to their friends or dependants, as well as to 
acquire power, wealth, or distinction for themselves. But, 
in the great majority of the actions of the great mass 
of mankind, there can be no question that the cause 
which mainly prompts to industry is the desire to obtain 
food, shelter, and raiment. These homely wants are thus 
the root out of which some of our most ennobling qualities 
originally spring. With few exceptions, every man of 
mature age has to provide himself, and often his family 
or other dependants, with food, warmth, shelter, and clothing 
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by the labour of his own hands. This task is often per- 
formed amid great difficulties and entails many privations. 
Nature often yields even the barest sustenance with but 
a niggard hand. To wring this sustenance from her often 
requires the most patient toil and the most sustained 
energy. It is in this struggle that man learns to dis- 
tinguish between what he can and what he can not do, 
to submit with patient resignation to the insuperable 
limits whicli nature imposes upon him, and to strive to 
accomplLsh the task which is within his power with all 
the skill, the energy, and the perseverance which are at 
ihs command. Having once acquired these habits by 
the effort to satisfy his organic needs, he can apply them 
to a variety of new uses, often very remote from those 
by which they were originally formed ; to the accu- 
mulation of wealth far exceeding what he can ever 
consume, to the acquisition of influence or dominion 
over his fellow-men, to the accomplishment of great public 
works, the foundation or reformation of public institutions, 
the diffusion and extension of knowledge, the quickening 
of the spiritual instincts which arc invariably latent in 
mankind. 

It is, moreover, through the action of what maybe called 
the industrial virtues, that man chiefly and, perhaps, most 
naturally learns to practise cheerful obedience to law. The 
inflexible limits which nature imposes upon him arc, per- 
haps, the best preparation for those more flexible rules 
with which society is frequently content. To learn that 
there arc barriers, and often irreversible barriers, to the 
action of his own will, is an useful and necessary lesson 
for man to learn, and, when once learnt, it is capable of 
indefinite extension and application. 

So important arc the functions of industry and the kindred 

D 
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virtues both in building up the individual character and 
in the organisation of society, that it will hardly, perhaps, 
be regarded as an impertinent digression, if we here con- 
sider briefly one or two of the questions connected with 
labour which have recently excited most interest both 
amongst those who watch from a distance the phenomena 
of society and amongst those who arc themselves engaged 
in the work of practical life. 

In an advanced state of society, isolated labour is usually 
of little service, and applicable only within a narrow range. 
Men must work together, i. e. assist each other or labour in 
common, cither in the attempt to produce the same thing, 
if the quantity to be produced is large, or in the attempt 
to produce different parts of it, if the article to be produced 
is at all complex, or in the attempt to perform different 
processes, if the processes are at all numerous or various’. 
This necessity for Co-operation at once creates a Community 
of Interest, and this community of interest at once evokes a 
number of moral qualities, such as mutual sympathy, mutual 
trust, mutual respect, and the like. Nor is Co-operation con- 
fined to a single occupation, or a single district, or a single 
period of time. If we take a wide survey of human work 
and human interests, we shall find that it is by each man 
devoting himself to his own occupation that other men are 
enabled to pursue theirs ; that it is by one country or district 
cultivating or manufacturing its peculiar set of products 
that other countries or districts are enabled with greater 
efficiency to cultivate or manufacture theirs ; that ft is from 
the accumulated treasures of wealth, skill, and knowledge 
bequeathed to it by former generations that any given 

* It has not seemed necessary to illustrate the differeut contemplated 
in this sentence. The student will find this work fullydonein Mr. Mill’s chapter 
on Co-operation (Political Economy, bk. i. ch. 8). ‘Division of Labour/ 
it will be there seen, is only a special case of Co-operation. 
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generation is able to carry on its enterprises or to contri- 
bute its share to the general stock of human capabilities. 
Co-operation may thus be regarded as the very bond which 
holds society together, and mankind, however separated 
by time or distance, may be looked on as one great co- 
operative body. We need not, indeed, suppose that men 
or families were originally brought together simply by 
the conscious desire of co-operation, but, being brought 
together, wholly or partially, by other causes, they have 
learnt to act together. Even in the family and the clan, 
which are mainly held together by the ties of affection 
and mutual sympathy, co-operation is by’ no means in- 
effective in cementing the union ; for, in the well-regulated 
family or clan, each member or each group of members 
does different work for the common advantage. Hut po- 
litical society', whatever may be its origin, is, in its organised 
form, mainly held together by' the tic of utility rather 
than that of affection. Men who have never seen or heard 
of each other will work or fight for common objects, and 
the common feeling which prompts them to do so is almost 
invariably based on common interests. The minute sub- 
division of employments, too, which exists in any large 
and well-organised state is due to the fact that different 
men find it to their account to pursue different, though 
complementary, avocations. It is, thus, by the repeated 
action of the principle of co-operation that mere aggre- 
gations of families arc, at length, converted into organised 
society. The tie of affection then becomes subordinate, 
while that of co-operation for common interests becomes 
predominant, the family being, in fact, a natural, while 
political society is an artificial product, having, indeed, 
its roots in the family, but far transcending it in com- 
plexity, importance, and value. We need not, therefore, 
be surprised if those who approach economical questions 

D 2 
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from an ethical point of view dwell with much emphasis 
on the moral advantages of Co-operation. 

On the other hand, it is also an effect of advancing 
civilisation to create, or rather to intensify, competition. 
Wherever gain is to be made in sufficient quantity, and 
with sufficient ease, there will be a number of competitors 
for it, and this number will increase as population advances 
and other avenues to employment become closed. Now 
the effect of competition, whether it be for employment, 
for labour, or for custom, is to divide interests, as that of 
co-operation is to unite them. Hence Competition is 
usually as unpopular with moralists as Co-operation is 
popular. But, great, undoubtedly, as arc the evils of 
c^^aggerated competition, it would seem as if some amount 
of competition were necessary to maintain the energy and 
efficacy of labour. For, if any men or bodies of men 
had nothing to fear from indolence or inferior w'orkman- 
ship, universal c.Kpcricncc shews that, in the long run, 
their work would degenerate, and they would themselves 
lose the industrial qualities which, so to speak, moralise 
and dignify labour. 

l^cforc lca\ ing the subject of Co-operation, it ought to 
be noticed that, in the earlier stages of society, co-operation 
in the arts of war is at least as common as co-operation in 
the arts of peace, while it is still more essential to the 
maintenance and furtherance of social union. It was in the 
stern school of War that men then most effectively learned 
the lessons of self-mastery, loyalty, obedience, and of 
working together for common ends. The penalty, if they 
failed to learn the lessons aright, was not mere dis- 
comfort or privation, as it might be in the primitive 
household, but the loss of 1 fc or liberty, or, even possibly, 
disgrace or mutilation. Thus, in the economy of primitive 
society, War is not always a disintegrating, but, at least as 
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frequently, a binding force. It may prevent the blending 
of distinct aggregates, but it renders each aggregate more 
compact and united within itself 

Another question which is, to .some extent, common to 
ethics and political economy is the supposed antagonism 
between labour and capital. These two agents, capital 
and labour, if we take a just view of their functions, really 
co-operate in the work of production. Capital is simply 
the accumulations of past labour stored up for the purpose 
of reproducing labour in the future. It is, in fact, as is 
so completely demonstrated by Mr. Mill \ a reserve fund for 
the payment of wages. So far, then, from there being any 
necessary antagonism between labour and cajiital, they are 
the neces.sary complement of each other ; labour is neces- 
.sary for the employment of capital, and capital is necessary 
for the payment of labour. At the same lime, it cannot 
be denied that there may be exceptional cases, in which 
the labour of the present is underpaid or overta.xed for 
the benefit of the labour of the future, or in which the 
interests of the operatives are sacrificed to the selfish 
enjoyments of the capitalist. At least as frequently, how- 
ever, unfounded complaints are made of the rapacity of 
the capitalist, when he is really taking no more than is 
sufficient to compensate him for his risk, his trouble of 
superintendence, and the loan of his capital. 

Several remedies have been proposed for these evils. 
The best and most far-reaching arc what may be called 
ethical and intellectual — namely, an exact knowledge, on 
either side, of the nature and true functions of labour and 
capital, with a determination, on the part of the capitalist, 
after deducting what is sufficient for his private uges, to 
employ his profits for the best interests of the undertaking, 

’ See FolUical Economy, bk. L ch& 4 and 5. 
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which, in the long run, must be also the best interests of the 
workman, and a cheerful acquiescence, on the part of the 
workman, in at least so much of his condition as is 
determined for him by the inexorable laws of Economics. 
To maintain that the workman should not better his 
condition, if he can, would be as absurd as it would be 
insolent, but there can be no impropriety in urging that 
he is only damaging the prospects of himself or his suc- 
cessors by attempting to struggle with the inevitable. It 
has been suggested too, and, as it appears to us, with 
considerable justice, that the relations of the labourer and 
the capitalist might also be vastly improved both by law 
and by custom — by custom, as, for instance, by giving the 
labourer, as part of his wages, a share in the profits, thus 
identifying him more closely and obviously with the in- 
terests of the concern, and converting him, to a certain 
extent, into a capitalist * — by law, as, for instance, by 
limiting the amount to which property may be acquired 
by inheritance or bequest, and thus preventing, to some 
extent, the gross abuses both of power and wealth to 
which inordinately large possessions often lead*. 

Another subject, intimately connected with these en- 
quiries, is the division of society into classes — a division 
which we shall here regard rather from the industrial than 
the social point of view. Co-operation of the kind we 
have described tends inevitably, by the division of labour 
and multiplicity of industrial relations which it implies, to 
substitute for the original aggregates of families and tribes, 
often very loosely held together, new aggregates of classes 

• Sec Professor Fawcett’s Political Economy, bk. ii. ch. loj also Pauperism, 
its Causes and Remedies, by the same author, ch. 5. The Metayer system, of 
which Rlr. Mill treats at considerable length (Political Economy, bk. ii. ch. 8), 
is an application of this principle to agricultural produce. 

^ See Mill's Political Economy, bk. ii. ch. a. $ 4. 
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based upon differences of employment. When society 
becomes industrial, a man’s employment is of far more 
importancc'to his neighbours than his lineage, and hence, 
instead of the old tribal distinctions, we have distinctions 
of landlords, tenants, and labourers, capitalists and work- 
men. If we take a wide view of these relations, we shall 
find that all these classes, as well as the individuals com- 
posing them, are really, even if unintentionally, working 
together for the common advantage, for the support and 
well-being of the community at large. Still each class, 
as well as each individual, is interested in procuring for 
itself as large a share as possible of the produce of the 
common labour, and hence, in the present imperfect state 
of intellectual and moral education, it is naturally led to 
regard its own interest to the exclusion of all others. To 
.such an extent is this the case, that society, at not in- 
frequent intervals, seems threatened with disruption, and 
nothing but the paramount necessity of co-operation, as 
seen on reflexion, enables it to bear the strain put upon 
it by this apparent conflict of interests. 

We need hardly refer to the constant feuds between 
the moneyed and unmoneyed classes in ancient societies, 
or to the combinations of masters or workmen in modern 
times, as familiar examples of the phenomena under 
consideration. 

In these wider and more far-reaching feuds between 
classes, as in the narrower ones between workmen and 
capitalists in particular trades, the true remedies seem to 
be ethical and intellectual : ethical, by the co-ordination 
and further enlightenment of the self-regarding, and the 
development of the sympathetic feelings ; intellectual, by 
the direction of education to the specific end of throwing 
light on the social relations of men, on their mutual 
dependence, and on the best means by which society at 
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large can attain its maximum of well-being. Xhe causes 
of the evils we have been describing lie in the ignorance, 
and consequent selfishness, of mankind, and hence those 
evils may best be removed by shewing that the mutual 
advantages of co-operation are permanent and invariable, 
while it is only through the action of causes which are 
essentially variable and temporary that any particular 
class can appropriate to itself an undue share of the 
common produce. There are, no doubt, certain social 
inequalities, and, con.sequcntly, certain social evils, which 
can never altogether disappear, and these evils, doubtless, 
bear hardly upon the individuals who arc exposed to them ; 
but many of them, like certain evils arising from the con- 
stitution of the material universe, arc simply inevitable, and. 
hence, with the spread of education and enlightenment, 
men may reasonably be expected to acquiesce in the one 
as they do in the other. We again, therefore, arrive at the 
conclusion that it is by the co-ordination and development 
of the moral feelings, and by a positive and specific educa- 
tion in the laws of man and society, rather than by legis- 
lative enactments, that the future condition of mankind 
may best be advanced. Legislation may remove obstacles 
by the abolition of pernicious laws and customs, and it may 
administer palliatives which may have a temporary efifect 
on the condition of some particular class, but it is the 
spread of general enlightenment alone which can perma- 
nently regenerate society. The necessary effect of such an 
enlightenment would be to widen the sympathies of men, 
and consequently to weld society together. At present, 
each class seldom looks beyond its class-interests, let alone 
the concentration of each individual on his own particular 
interests, while, owing to imperfect education, one class 
is seldom acquainted with the ideas or feelings or manners 
of other classes. No wonder, then, that sympathy between 
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men of different classes is so rare, and that society so 
frequently seems in danger of being torn to pieces. lJut. 
as increased sympathy would be the inevitable result of 
increased enlightenment, wc may fairl>' look forward to 
a time when, within such limits as our own organisation and 
the constitution of the material universe admit, the happi- 
ness of men and the stability of nations will be secured. 

There can be no doubt that, favourable, in general, as arc 
co-operation and the organisation of labour to the develop- 
ment of society and the formation of individual character, 
there arc certain disadvantages which, at our present stage 
of progress, arc commonly found to attend on them. The 
conflict of classes has already been noticed. Moreover, 
excessive and ill-remuncralcd labour degrades instead of 
invigorating the character, and co-operation, by facilitating 
the production of commodities, is apt to stimulate popula- 
tion to a point at which any declension in trade is sure 
to produce bitter distress and ruinous competition. These 
evils, often rc-inforced by wide-spread pauperism and the 
loss of self-respect which that condition invariably entaiks, 
have caused some moralists to look back with regret on 
the more primitive condition of man as less cruel and 
oppressive, while others have proposed remedies which are 
founded on an entire misconception of man’s nature and 
motives and of those spontaneous processes of development 
and re-adjustment in society which arc properly regarded 
as social laws. The evils, to which wc have alluded, arc 
mainly the result of an excessive desire to multiply riches, 
without any corresponding effort to improve the jnoral and 
intellectual condition of the industrial classes, whether 
employers or employed. It is to such an effort, in which 
all classes must co-operate, with the increase in practical 
intelligence, mutual toleration, forethought, and prudence. 
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wliich may naturally be expected to result from it, that 
those who are hopeful of the future of modern society look 
forward with most confidence for the realisation of their 
ideals. The realisation of these ideals may possibly be 
preceded by many disastrous experiments in social re- 
organisation, seriously affecting, for a time, the happiness 
of mankind and the stability of society. But they who 
have faith in the progress of humanity do not necessarily 
believe that the process is uniform or continuous. It is 
sufficient for them, if it be ultimately assured. 

Before quitting the subject of the industrial virtues, it 
should be noticed that they have a tendency to increase in 
relative importance as society advances, as population 
grows and employments multiply, while Courage, Hospi- 
tality, and some of the other virtues, at least under their 
old forms, seem, under the same circumstances, to become 
of diminishing value as well as of diminishing repute. 

I'rom the love of distinction, the desire next in order, 
arise the qualities of Vanity, Pride, and (in one of its 
forms) Ambition. Vanity always implies a certain weak- 
ness of nature, an eager disposition to plume oneself on 
any petty, accidental, or temporary cause of superiority 
to one s fellow-men. Thus, a man who values himself 
on his good-looks, on his dress, his gait, his agility, on 
small honours, or the like, is said to be vain. But, though 
this quality always betokens weakness, it is, at the same 
time, indicative of amiability, and hence is rather popular 
than the reverse. The vain man pays a homage to society 
by courting its admiration, and in this, as well as in 
another respect, to be pointed out presently, differs from 
the proud man. The latter, like the vain man, prides 
himself upon his superiority, but he is indifferent whether 
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society recognises it or not. The consciousness of his 
own superiority is sufficient for him, and hence, unlike 
the vain man, he docs not care to attract the attention 
of others. Moreover, the points of superiority on which 
the proud man values himself are usually of a more im- 
portant or permanent character than those which give 
satisfaction to the vain man. A man is said to be proud 
of his birth, of his country, of his abilities, of his acquire- 
ments, of his achievements, but hardly of his dress, his 
looks, or his equipage. It must be acknowledged, however, 
that the two terms arc often, in common parlance, used 
without any nice di.scrimination as to their meaning. Both 
v'anity and pride arc usually employed as terms of blame, 
but, as the former rather implies than excludes amiability, 

so the latter seems almost always to indicate a certain 

# 

strength of character. A man wlio values himself on 
some great and permanent source of superiority to his 
fellows is sure to acquire a kind of personal dignity, and 
gives, in fact, a guarantee to society that he will do 
nothing to degrade himself cither in their eyes or his 
own. At the same time, this quality is always unamiablc, 
and is often an occasion of intense irritation and real 
pain to those who arc brought into contact with it. 1 he 
good, apart from the bad, characteristics of pride arc 
to be found in Self-respect, a quality, however, which 
may be more appropriately treated in another department 
of .this chapter. 

The term Avtbition more frequently denotes a quality 
originating in the love of power than one originating in 
the love of distinction. We undoubtedly, however, often 
speak of a man as ambitious of distinction, without any 
reference whatever to power. When employed in this 
sense, the term Ambition appears to be entirely devoid 
of any bad connotation, and expresses nothing more 
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than the habit of aiming at distinction, as being per sc 
a desirable object. It supplies, in fact, a good neutral 
term, expressing, to speak roughly, Pride or Vanity 
divested of the self-consciousncss which makes the one 
unamiabic and the other foolish. 

The Loz'c of Ktioivicdgc, in its higher forms, is confined 
to so small a proportion of mankind, that we need feel 
little surprise in finding only one word which expresses 
the habit of desiring to know, independently of the cha- 
racter of the knowledge sought. That word is Curiosity. 
Though sometimes undoubtedly used in a wide and good 
sense, as when we blame a man for ‘ having no curiosity,’ 
it is usually employed to denote the habit of inquisitive- 
ness as to trifles, and especially as to the private affairs 
of ones neighbours. There seems no reason, however, 
why the word should be degraded in this manner, and 
It u’ould be well if Inquisitiveness could be employed in 
this sense, and Curiosity confined to a desire for the 
more liberal kinds of knowledge. Indifference might then 
be used as its opposite, and might denote the mental 
habit of the man who cares to know nothing about the 
worltl or the society in which he moves. 

1 here is no source of more exquisite enjoyment than 
the love of knowledge in its higher forms. It supplies 
constant occupation, excites, in turn, almost all the other 
pleasurable feelings, and, though it is a source of the 
liveliest satisfaction while it is in operation, leaves no 
regrets behind it. It tends, moreover, to dissipate those 
prejudices which foster passion and to create a love of 
truth for its own sake, which gradually pervades, while 
It ennobles, the character, making the whole mind sincere 
and honest and impatient alike of falsehood and of error. 
In these higher forms, however, the love of knowledge 
demands capacities which few men in the present state 
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of education possc.ss, and hence its powcrlessncss. in the 
case of the mass of mankind, to compete with the grosser 
and more sensual kinds of pleasure*- 

ft has already been noticed that Ambition, besides 
connoting one of the habits which originate in the Love 
of Distinction, expresses the habit of seeking to gain 
power over others. Like the Greek term this 

word, when unqualified by any epithet, .seems to imply 
some, though it may be but a very slight, degree of 
blame, a curious testimony, perhaps, to the fact that 
men resent the attempt of a fellow-man to gain power 
over them. It is frequently, however, qualified with the 
epithet ‘ laudable,’ which indicates that the object for 
which the power is sought is a beneficent one. Ambition, 
indeed, takes its ethical colour entirely from the object 
at which it aims. If the object be beneficent, the am- 
bition is ‘laudable;’ if the object be maleficent, the am- 
bition is ‘culpable if the object be purely self-regarding, 
even though no harm be done or intended to others, 
the habit, possibly for the reason above suggested, receives 
blame rather than praise. But, though a man is blamed 
for being ambitious, it is also, curiously enough, to a 
man's di.scredit to say that he is unambitious, or ‘ without 
ambition^.’ These apparently contradictory modes of 

* It will be noticed in a subsequent clupler (ch. 5> that, while Veracity 
h.is lx.*conic a more important and more hijjhly-eslccnjcd virtue in modern 
than it wa.s in ."incicnt times, the intellectual virtue of the Love of 'Fnith, 
that is, the pure, simple desire to find out what is true, merely for the 
sake of knowing the truth, and without any regard to ulterior consequences, 
was far commoner in ancient times, and especially amongst the Greeks, 
th.in it is amongst ourselves. Indeed, the absence, or altenualcd condition, 
of this virtue is a serious defect in the current morality of modern nations. 

* See Aristotle’s Nicomachcan Ethics, bk. iv. ch, 4. 

’ Thus, in the chapter of the Ethics quoted above, Aristotle says that we 
blame the as well as the though there arc circumstances 

under which wc praise both. 
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expression may be reconciled by the explanation that, 
while we blame a man for seeking power simply as such, 
we conceive, and conceive justly, that every man ought 
to be sufficiently interested in some public object or other, 
to desire influence for the sake of promoting that object. 
A man who feels no such interest seems to be an abject 
and spiritless creature, and accordingly inspires contempt 
in the minds of all those who are generous enough to 
feel such interests themselves. 

Cruelty, though, probably, it is frequently due to ex- 
cessive resentment, seems frequently also to arise from 
a perversion of the love of power. A man supplies himself 
with an irrefragable proof of his power by the miseries 
to which he subjects others. The tortures which children 
often inflict on the lower animals, and especially on insects, 
in whose ease there is no sympathetic feeling evoked 
to counteract the delight experienced in the exertion of 
power, affords an excellent illustration of this position. 
1 he same feeling also sometimes leads to capricious acts 
of beneficence. Thus, it is no uncommon phenomenon 
in history, to find that a cruel prince has one or more 
favourites, on whom he lavishes extraordinary kindnesses. 
It would be too great a stretch of charity to put down 
these kindnesses to pure benevolence ; it seems more 
natural to account for them, wholly or in part, by the 
pleasure which many men undoubtedly take in seeing 
the fate of others, for good or for evil, determined by 
their own caprice. 

The same principle often dictates acts, which, though 
the source of considerable annoyance, can hardly be called 
cruel. There are many men who take an inordinate delight 
in exercising power, even on the slightest occasions, and 
especially in making others feel that they exercise it. This 
disposition, which is peculiarly unsocial and unamiable, 
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may appropriately be called Arbitrariness or Capri- 
ciousttess. 

It should be noticed that sometimes Cruelty seems to 
originate, either wholly or partially, in a morbid curiosity 
or even in the mere unreflecting wish to see how a creature 
will conduct itself under novel circumstances. This appears 
sometimes to be the case with children, though the thought- 
less exhibition of curiosity is likely soon to ally itself with 
the conscious delight experienced in the arbitrary c.xercisc 
of power, and requires to be very sternly checked. 

The expression ‘ Loi'e of Liberty* seems to stand both 
for the passion and for the habit of mind which is created 
by its constant e.xcrcise^. Independence is the mental habit 
which leads a man to resent any attack on his freedom, 
and especially on his social, political, or intellectual free- 
dom, while, on the other hand. Servility or Slavis/incss 
is the habit which makes him apt to yield to such attacks 
or even to court them. 

i 

Similarly, the ‘ Sense of Power ’ appears to express both 
the momentary feeling and the habitual experience of it. 
Nor does there seem to be any distinctive name for the 
man who is habitually conscious of the pleasures ef shill 
or the love of excellence. The man, however, who is always 
asserting his sense of his own superiority is very appro- 
priately designated as overbearing. 

The love of money has occasioned the employment of 
a number of terms, laudatory or condemnatory. When 
the desire for the accumulation of money has become a 
man’s ruling principle, and he exhibits it on ail occasions, 
he is called covetous or avaricious, and the corresponding 
habit covetousness or avarice. That this is an unamiablc 

' See pp. 15. 1 6 above. 
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quality admits of no question, but its unpopularity far 
exceeds its deserts, — a circumstance which is probably due, 
at least in part, to the mistaken notion that a man who 
sa\-cs money is depriving other people of it, whereas the 
man who spends it is distributing it amongst his neigh- 
bours. 1 he former part of this supposition, though true, 
temporarily, of money hoarded, is not true of money in- 
vested ; the truth, on the other hand, being that money 
invested becomes a permanent fund constantly available 
for the payment of wages and the employment of labour, 
while money spent on consumable articles, such as wine, 
equipages, and the like, does its work once only and then 
disappears’. Ikit, though the man who saves and invests 

• The common mi«ipprchcnsion on this point is very briefly and lucidly 
exposed in Mills Lojjic, bk. v. eh. 4. § 4 ; ‘The economical workings of 
society nfTord numerous c.isos in which the effects of a cause consist of 
two sets of phenomena: the one immc<linte, concentrated, obvious to all 
eyes, anil passing, in common apprehension, lor the whole effect ; the 
other widely diffused, or lying deeper under the surface, and which is ex- 
actly contrary to the former. Take, for instance, the common notion, so 
plausible at the first glance, of the encouragement given to industry by 
lavish cx|)cnditurc. A, who spends his whole income, 'and even his capital, 
in expensive living, is supposed to give great employment to labour. B, 
who lives on a small portion, and invests the remainder in the funds, is 
thought to give little or no employment. For everybody sees the gains 
which arc made by A's tradesmen, senants. and others, while his money 
is spending. Its s.ivings, on the contrary, pass Into the hands of the person 
whose stock he purchased, who with it pays a debt he owed to some banker, 
who lends it again to some merchant or manufacturer; and the capital 
being laid out in hiring spinners and weavers, or carriers and the crews of 
merchant ships, not only gives immediate cmplojTnent to at least as much 
industry as A employs during the whole of his career, but, coming back 
with increase by the sale of the goo<ls which have been manufactured or 
imported, forms a fund for the employment of the same and perhaps a greater 
quantity of labour in perpetuity. But the observer does not see, and there- 
fore docs not consider, what becomes of B’s money; he docs see what is 
done with A*s; he olwcrvcs the amount of industry which A’s profusion 
feeds; he observes not the far greater quantity which it prevents from being 
fed : and thence the prejudice, universal to the time of Adam Smith, that 
prodigality enconrages industry-, and parsimony is a discouragement to it.’ 

See also Mill’s Political Economy, bk. i. eh. 5, § 3. 
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his money is doing a public good, the harm which he does 
by withholding his assistance from those who have a claim 
upon him, or by depriving of legitimate enjoyment himself, 
his family, his dependants, or his neighbours, may un- 
doubtedly be more than counterbalancing. No one, pro- 
bably, would deny that the desire of saving may exist 
in excess. It has a tendency, moreover, to produce a 
churlish and unsociable disposition. At the same time, 
in the present condition of society, and especially of the 
labouring classes, it requires to be encouraged rather than 
restrained. When this desire exists in moderation, the 
resulting habit is called Economy, or, if it exhibit itself 
especially in small acts of thrift and self-denial. Frugality'. 
The least reflexion will shew that, had it not been for the 
existence of these habits in some members of the species, 
mankind would never have been able to make any cflcctive 
advances in civilisation. To store up some portion of its 
produce for future use was a necessary condition of any 
society entering even on the agricultural stage, to say 
nothing of the foundation of towns, the appropriation of 
wealth to public uses, or the previous accumulation of 
capital essential to embarking in any commercial or manu- 
facturing enterprise. Economy implies forethought, and 
is, to some extent or other, the necessary consequence of 
forethought. As a rule, therefore, the more capable men 
are of forecasting the future, the more economical do they 
become (it may, perhaps, be noticed in passing that avarice 
seems to originate, in the first instance, in c.xaggcrating 
the future wants or risks of ourselves or others) ; and the 
more potent the desire of accumulation in any given 
society, the more rapidly does that society pass through 


* Penuriousmss^ which has also a special reference to small savings, 
might be dehoed as Frugality in excess. AUattfuss seems to be a syncDj'm 
of Penariousoess. 

E 
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t!ic earlier sta<Tcs o civilisation. Ihcse points, witli others, 
are so well brought out by Mr. Mill, either in his own 
remarks or in those of Dr. Rac. from whose New Principles 
of Political liconomy he quotes at length, that, at the risk 
of making a long extract, I subjoin the following para- 
graphs taken from his Political Lconomy: 

‘ All accumulation involves the sacrifice of a present, 
for the sake of a future good. But the expediency of 
such a sacrifice varies \ery much in different states of 
circumstances ; and the willingness to make it varies still 
more. 

‘ In weighing the future against the present, the uncer- 
tainty of all things future is a leading element ; and that 
uncertainty is of very different degrees. “ All circum- 
stances,” therefore, "increasing the probability of the 
provision we make for futurity being enjoyed by ourselves 
or others, tend” justly and reasonably " to give strength 
to the effective desire of accumulation. Thus a healthy 
climate or occupation, by increasing the probability of life, 
has a tendency to add to this desire. When engaged in 
safe occupations, and living in healthy countries, men arc 
much more apt to be frugal than in unhealthy or hazardous 
occupations, and in climates pernicious to human life. 
Sailors and soldiers are prodigals. In the West Indies, 
New Orleans, the East Indies, the expenditure of the 
inhabitants is profuse. The same people, coming to reside 
in the healthy parts of Europe, and not getting into the 
vortex of extravagant fashion, live economically. War 
and pestilence have always waste and luxury among the 
other evils that follow in their train. For similar reasons, 
whatever gives security to the affairs of the community is 
favourable to the strength of this principle. In this respect 
the general prevalence of law and order, and the prospect 
of the continuance of peace and tranquillity, have con- 
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siderablc influence*.” The more perfect the security, the 
greater will be the effective strength of the desire of 
accumulation. Where property is less safe, or the vicissi- 
tudes ruinous to fortunes are more frequent and severe, 
fewer persons will save at all, and of those who do. many 
will require the inducement of a higher rate of profit on 
capital, to make them prefer a doubtful future to the 
temptation of present enjoyment. 

‘These arc considerations which affect the expediency, 
in the eye of reason, of consulting future interests at the 
expense of present. But the inclination to make this sacri- 
fice docs not solely depend upon its expediency. The 
disposition to save is often far short of what reason would 
<lictatc : and at other times is liable to be in excess of it. 

Deficient strength of the desire of accumulation may 
arise from improvidence, or from want of interest in others. 
Improvidence may be connected with intellectual as well 
as moral causes. Individuals and communities of a very 
low .state of intelligence arc always improvident. A certain 
measure of intellectual development seems necessary to 
enable absent things, and especially things future, to act 
with any force on the imagination and will. The effect of 
want of interest in others in diminishing accumulation will 
be admitted, if we consider how much saving at present 
takes place, which has for its object the interest of others 
rather than of ourselves ; the education of children, their 
advancement in life, the future interests of other personal 
connexions, the power of promoting, by the bestowal of 
money or time, objects of public or private usefulness. If 
mankind were generally in the state of mind to which 
some approach was seen in the declining period of the 
Roman empire — caring nothing for their heirs, as well as 
nothing for friends, the public, or any object wliich sur- 

» ’ [Rac, p. 123.] 
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vivcd them — they would seldom deny themselves any 
indulgence for the sake of saving, bc>-ond what was 
ncccssarj' for their own future years; which they would 
place in life annuities, or in some other form which would 
make its existence and their lives terminate together. 

‘ From these various causes, intellectual and moral, there 
is, in different portions of the human race, a greater diversity 
than is usually adverted to, in the strength of the effective 
desire of accumulation. A backward state of general 
civilization is often more the effect of deficiency in this 
particular than in many others which attract more atten- 
tion. In the circumstances, for example, of a hunting 
tribe, “ man may be said to be necessarily improvident, 
and regardless of futurity, because, in this state, the future 
presents nothing which can be with certainty cither fore- 
seen or governed Besides a want of the motives 

exciting to provide for the needs of futurity through means 
of the abilities of the present, there is a want of the habits 
of perception and action, leading to a constant connexion 
in the mind of those distant points and of the series of 
events serving to unite them. Even, therefore, if motives 
be awakened capable of producing the exertion necessary 
to effect this connexion, there remains the task of training 
the mind to think and act so as to establish it.” 

‘ For instance: “Upon the banks of the St. Lawrence there 
arc several little Indian villages. They are surrounded, in 
general, by a good deal of land, from which the wood seems 
to have been long extirpated, and have, besides, attached to 
them, extensive tracts of forest. The cleared land is rarely, 
I may almost say never, cultivated, nor arc any inroads 
made in the forest for such a purpose. The soil is, never- 
theless, fertile, and were it not, manure lies in heaps by 
their houses. Were every family to inclose half an acre 
of ground, till it, and plant it in potatoes and maize, it 
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would yield a sufficiency to support them one-half the 
year. They suffer, too, every now^and then, extreme want, 
insomuch that, joined to occasional intemperance, it is 
rapidly reducing their numbers. This, to us, so strange 
apathy proceeds not, in any great degree, from repugnance 
to labour ; on the contrar>% they apply very diligently to it 
when its reward is immediate. Thus, besides their peculiar 
occupations of hunting and fishing, in which they arc ever 
ready to engage, they are much employed in the navigation 
of the St. Lawrence, and may be seen labouring at the oar, 
or setting with the pole, in the large boats used for the 
purpose, and always furnish the greater part of the addi- 
tional hands necessary to conduct rafts through some of 
the rapids. Nor is the obstacle aversion to agricultural 
labour. This is no doubt a prejudice of theirs ; but mere 
prejudices always yield, principles of action cannot be 
created. When the returns from agricultural labour are 
speedy and great, they arc also agriculturists. Thus, some 
of the little islands on Lake St. Francis, near the Indian 
village of St. Regis, are favourable to the growth of maize, 
a plant yielding a return of a hundredfold, and forming, 
even when half ripe, a pleasant and substantial repast. 
Latches of the best land on these islands are, therefore, 
every year cultivated by them for this purpose. As their 
situation renders them inaccessible to cattle, no fence is 
required ; were this additional outlay necessary, I suspect 
they would be neglected, like the commons adjoining their 
village. These had apparently, at one time, been under crop. 
The cattle of the neighbouring settlers would now, how- 
ever, destroy any crop not securely fenced, and this addi- 
tional necessary outlay consequently bars their culture. 
It removes them to an order of instruments of slower return 
than that which corresponds to the strength of the efTective 
desire of accumulation in this little society. 
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' “ It is here deserving of notice, that what instruments of 
this kind they do form are completely formed. The small 
spots of corn they cultivate arc thoroughly weeded and 
hoed. A little neglect in this part would indeed reduce 
the crop very much ; of this experience has made them 
perfectly aware, and they act accordingly. It is evidently 
not the necessary labour that is the obstacle to more 
extended culture, but the distant return from that labour. 
I am assured, indeed, that, among some of the more remote 
tribes, the labour thus expended much exceeds that given 
b^ the whites. The same portions of ground being cropped 
without remission, and manure not being used, they w^ould 
scarcely yield any return, were not the soil most carefully 
broken and pulverised, botli with the hoe and the hand. 
In such a situation a white man would clear a fresh piece 
of ground. It would perhaps scarce repay his labour the 
first j car, and he would have to look for his reward in 
succeeding years. On the Indian succeeding years arc too 
distant to make sufficient impression ; though, to obtain 
what labour may bring about in the course of a few 

months, he toils even more assiduously than the white 
man k” 

* This view of things is confirmed by the experience of 
the Jesuits, in their interesting efforts to civilize the Indians 
of Paraguay. They gained the confidence of these savages 
in a most extraordinary degree. They acquired influence 
ovci them sufficient to make them change their whole 
manner of life. They obtained their absolute submission 
and obedience. They established peace. They taught 
them all the operations of European agriculture, and many 
of the more difficult arts. There were everj’^where to 
be seen, according to Charlevoix, « workshops of gilders, 
painters, sculptors, goldsmiths, watchmakers, carpenters, 

* [Rac, p. 136.] 
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joiners, dyers,” &c. These occupations were not practised 
for the personal gain of the artificers : the produce was at 
the absolute disposal of the missionaries, who ruled the 
people by a voluntary despotism. The obstacles arising 
from aversion to labour were therefore very completel}' 
overcome. The real difficulty was the improvidence of the 
people ; their inability to think for the future ; and the 
necessity accordingly of the most unremitting and minute 
superintendence on the part of their instructors, “Thus 
at first, if these gave up to them the care of the oxen with 
which they ploughed, their indolent thoughtlessness would 
probably leave them at evening still yoked to the imple- 
ment. Worse than this, instances occurred where they cut 
them up for supper, thinking, when reprehended, that 
they sufficiently excused themselves by saying they were 

hungry These fathers, says Ulloa, have to visit the 

houses, to c.xamine what is really wanted : for, without this 
care, the Indians would never look after anything. They 
must be present, too, when animals are slaughtered, not 
only that the meat may be equally divided, but that nothing 
may be lost.” “ But notwithstanding all this care and 
superintendence,” says Charlevoix, “ and all the precautions 
which arc taken to prevent any want of the necessaries of 
life, the missionaries arc sometimes much embarrassed. 
It often happens that they” (the Indians) “do not reser\c 
to themselves a sufficiency of grain, even for seed. As for 
their other provisions, were they not well looked after, they 
would soon be without wherewithal to support life 

‘ As an example intermediate, in the strength of the 
effective desire of accumulation, between the state of things 
thus depicted and that of modern Europe, the case of the 
Chinese dcscrv'cs attention. From various circumstances 
in their personal habits and social condition, it might be 

‘ [Rac, p. 140.] 
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anticipated that they would possess a degree of prudence 

and self-control greater than other Asiatics, but inferior to 

most European nations ; and the following evidence is 
adduced of the fact. 

‘ Durability is one of the chief qualities marking a high 
degree of the eflcctive desire of accumulation. The testi- 
mony of travellers ascribes to the instruments formed by 
the Chinese a very inferior durability to similar instruments 
constructed by Europeans. The houses, we are told, unless 
of the higher ranks, are in general of unburnt bricks, of 
clay, or of hurdles plastered with earth ; the roofs, of reeds 
fastened to laths. We can scarcely conceive more unsub- 
stantial or temporaiy^ fabrics. Their partitions are of 
paper, requiring to be renewed every year. A similar 
observation may be made concerning their implements of 
husbandry and other utensils. They are almost entirely 
of wood, the metals entering but very sparingly into their 
construction ; consequently they soon wear out, and require 
frequent renewals. A greater degree of strength in the 
effective desire of accumulation would cause them to be 
constructed of materials requiring a greater present ex- 
penditure, but being far more durable. From the same 
cause, much land, that in other countries would be culti- 
vated, lies waste. All travellers take notice of large tracts 
of lands, chiefly swamps, which continue in a state of 
nature. To bring a swamp into tillage is generally a pro- 
cess, to complete which requires several years. It must 
be previously drained, the surface long exposed to the sun. 
and many operations performed, before it can be made 
capable of bearing a crop. Though yielding, probably, a 
very considerable return for the labour bestowed on it, that 
return is not made until a long time has elapsed. The cul- 
tivation of such land implies a greater strength of the 
effective desire of accumulation than exists in the empire. 
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‘“The produce of the har\’est is, as \vc have remarked, 
always an instrument of some order or another; it is a 
provision for future want, and regulated by the same laws 
as those to which other means of attaining a similar end 
conform. It is there chiefly rice, of which there are two 
harv’ests, the one in June, the other in October. I'hc 
period then of eight months between October and June 
is that for which provision is made each >’ear, and the 
different estimate they make of to-day and this day eight 
months will appear in the self-denial they practise now, 
in order to guard against want then. The amount of this 
self-denial would seem to be small. The father Parennin, 
indeed, (who seems to have been one of the most intelligent 
of the Jesuits, and spent a long life among the Chinese 
of all classes) asserts that it is their great deflcicncy in 
forethought and frugality in this respect, which is the 
cause of the scarcities and famines that frequently occur.” 

‘ That it is defect of providence, not defect of industry, that 
limits production among the Chinese, is still more obvious 
than in the case of the semi-agriculturalised Indians. 
“Where the returns arc quick, where the instruments 
formed require but little time to bring the events for 
which they were formed to an issue,” it is well known 
that “ the great progress which has been made in the 
knowledge of the arts suited to the nature of the country 
and the wants of its inhabitants” makes industry energetic 
and cflcctive. “The warmth of the climate, the natural 
fertility of the country, the knowledge which the inhabitants 
have acquired of the arts of agriculture, and the discovery 
and gradual adaptation to every soil of the most useful 
vegetable productions, enable them very speedily to draw, 
from almost any part of the surface, what is there esteemed 
an equivalent to much more than the labour bestowed 
in tilling and cropping it. They have commonly double, 
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sometimes treble harvests. These, when they consist of 
a grain so productive as rice, the usual crop, can scarce 
fail to yield to their skill, from almost any portion of soil 
that can be at once brought into culture, very ample re- 
turns. Accordingly there is no spot that labour can 
immediately bring under cultivation that is not made to 
yield to it. Hills, even mountains, arc ascended and 
formed into terraces ; and water, in that country the great 
productive agent, is led to every part by drains, or carried 
up to it by the ingenious and simple hydraulic machines 
which have been in use from time immemorial among this 
singular people. They effect this the more easily, from 
the soil, even in these situations, being very deep and 
covered with much vegetable mould. But what yet more 
than this marks the readiness with which labour is forced 
to form the most difficult materials into instruments, where 
these instruments soon bring to an issue the events for 
which they arc formed, is the frequent occurrence, on many 
of their lakes and rivers, of structures resembling the 
floating gardens of the Peruvians, rafts covered with vege- 
table soil and cultivated. Labour in this way draws from 
the materials on which it acts very speedy returns. Nothing 
can exceed the luxuriance of vegetation when the quicken- 
ing powers of a genial sun arc ministered to by a rich soil 
and abundant moisture. It*is other\vise, as we have seen, 
in cases where the return, though copious, is distant, 
h-uropean travellers arc surprised at meeting these little 
floating farms by the side of s\^mps which only require 
draining to render them tillable. It seems to them strange 
that labour should not rather be bestowed on the solid 
earth, where its fruits might endure, than on structures that 
must decay and perish in a few years. The people they 
arc among think not so much of future years, as of the 
present time. The effective desire of accumulation is of 
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vcr>’ different stren^h in the one, from what it is in the 
other. The views of the European extend to a distant 
futurity, and he is surprised at the Chinese, condemned, 
through improvidence and want of sufficient prospective 
care, to incessant toil, and, as he thinks, in.suffcrable wretch- 
edness. The views of the Chinese arc confined to narrower 
bounds ; he is content to live from day to day, and has 
learnt to conceive even a life of toil a blessing 

Prodigaliiy or Extravagaucc is the opposite of Covetous- 
ness or Avarice, and, though the more popular, is, as alrcad>* 
seen, the more pernicious extreme of the two. 

It is from their tendency to encourage thoughtlcssncs.s, 
’ improvidence, and prodigality, that indiscriminate charity, 
and even general measures of public relief, like our Poor 
Laws, have been supposed, and, as we conceive, supposed 
justly, to inflict so much damage on the labouring popu- 
lation of a country. Nor is it their tendency merely 
to impair the industrial virtues. They tend also to 
diminish that self-reliance and self-respect which ought 
to be amongst the proudest possessions of ever)' man, even 
the poorest. 

Many familiar words, expressive of an over-eager desire 
to acquire or .save money, will occur to the reader. Hut 
enough has already been said to illustrate the great variety 
of forms which this desire may assume. 


The consequences which result from the exercise of 
these and the other- self-regarding habits of mind, and 

' [Rac, pp. 151-5.] Mill's Political Economy, bk. i. cli. ll. §§ 2, 3. 

^ It is not pretended that the enumeration here given is complete. Thu^, 
nothing lias been said of the cf h€alth^ and its corrclativci the /car of 
diuast^ which may, jwrhaps, be best regarded as originating in the desire 
of self-preservation ; or of cUanliuos^ a habit of late, and unfortunately of 
somewhat partial, formation. This last habit is, probably, of very complex 
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from the gratification of the desires in which they ori- 
ginate, admit of being compared and estimated by the 
Reason, which rapidly discovers that one desire can, in 
many cases, only be gratified at the expense of another. 
Thus, the love of power, the love of wealth, or the love 
of knowledge can often only be gratified by foregoing 
the gratification of the senses, and the gratification of one 
sense is often found to be incompatible with the full 
gratification of the others. Hardly any enjoyment, in fact, 
can be had without some measure of self-denial, and, 
thus, from the verj' first, nature forces upon us the salutary 
task of self-education. In this manner, each man, ac- 
cording to the extent of his experience, is led to form 
a conception of his general welfare, or what is most for 
his personal good on the whole, and this conception 
becomes the object of a new feeling, or rather aggregate 
of feelings, adjusted and co-ordinated by reason, which 
may be called Sdf-Lovc. It is plain that this feeling 
may be developed in various proportions, and that, ac- 
cording to the bent of a man’s character and the nature 
of his surroundings, it may incline more to this or that 
form of gratification. The extent to which the co-ordi- 
nation may be carried will depend partly on the strength 
of particular desires, partly on the power of calculating 
consequences or foreseeing the future, or, in other words, 
on the strength and efficacy of the Reason. But, the 
more reason preponderates over passion, the more de- 
cidedly will the feeling of Self-Love incline to the remote 

origin, nrising partly from the discomfort of dirt, partly from the desire 
to set off one’s personal appearance to the best advantage (love of distinction), 
partly from love of health or fear of disease, and partly also, in more caltivatcd 
men, from sclf-rcspect and a kind of homage to the human body. Those 
who have decried and reviled the body, like the Cynics and some of the 
mediaeval saints, have generally been notorious for their personal unclean* 
lincss. 
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as distinct from the immediate, the durable as distinct 
from the transient, and the higher as distinct from the 
more sensual enjoyments. Reason forecasts the future, 
compares intensity with duration, and quality with quantity, 
and thus arrives at an approximate estimate of the relative 
values of the pains to be avoided and the pleasures to 
be attained. This is the process, conducted sometimes 
consciously, sometimes almost unconsciously, by which 
alike society passes from a state of lawlessness to one 
of security and order, and the individual from that con- 
dition in which he gratifies each momentary caprice to 
the staid and dignified demeanour of the intelligent and 
cultivated man. 

That this co-ordination of the passions and desires by 
the reason is a gradual process, requiring much time for 
its accomplishment, hardly, perhaps, needs to be remarked. 
Even in men of the most matured wisdom, it always 
admits of further improvement. There is always some 
fresh lesson to learn, by which we may fashion our lives 
so as to secure more enjoyments or to be harassed by 
fewer troubles. And, as our experience of life increases, 
and we arc able to penetrate with deeper insight into 
the causes of our joys and sorrows, we Icam that they 
depend far less than we originally supposed on material 
comforts or on the gratification of any particular desire, 
and far more on the harmony and adjustment of the 
various parts of our nature. 

Just as in the next chapter we shall' find that there 
are a higher and a lower form of sympathy, a lower 
form which indulges its kindly feelings towards others, 
with little or no reflexion on the consequences which 
may result to the object of its affections, and a higher 
form which, balancing all considerations, and looking far 
forward into the future, aims at securing to its object 
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the hijrhest good of which it is capable ; so there arc a 
higher and a lower form of self-love. A man’s feelings 
may be entirely concentrated on himself, and still he may 
])ursue only a shadow of happiness. He may even have 
instituted a comparison amongst the various lower or 
sensual pleasures, systematically preferring the greater 
to the less, and postponing a smaller present to a greater 
future enjoyment, and still be utterly insensible to all 
tlic higher and finer feelings, the satisfaction of which 
constitutes man’s supreme welfare. If the feeling attendant 
on any conception, however inadequate, of our welfare 
as a whole may appropriately be called Self-Love, in- 
asmuch as it is the result of a comparison of various 
pleasures and pains, it is only the higher form, that whicn 
takes into account all the sources of our happiness, mental, 
moral, and aesthetic as well as corporeal, which truly 
<lcscr\-cs to be called Rational Self-Love. 

The habit whieh results from the lower form of Self-Love, 
wiicn it exists in an intense degree, is called Selfishness. 
That which results from the higher form, or Rational 
Self-Love, is called Prudence. This word is usually and 
rightly employed in a good sense ; for a man. who has no 
due regard for himself, has rarely a proper or discriminating 
regard for others. But, sometimes, it is used in a dis- 
paraging sense, as in the saying of Wesley that ‘there 
can be no fitter subject for a Christian man’s prayers 
than that he may be delivered from what the world calls 
1 rudence. It is here opposed to sympathy, generosity, 
and those nobler feelings of our nature which impel us, even 
at the cost of our own comfort or prospects, to afford 
assistance to others, or to sacrifice ourselves to what we 
believe to be right or true. When employed in this sense, 
a sense which does not properly belong to the term, the 
ideas of coldness, of indifferency to the welfare of others, 
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and of a habit of over-calculation arc associated with the 
character of the prudent man. 

It is not surprising that Rational Self-love in the sense 
just attached to it is spoken of by some morali.sts as if 
it comprised the whole of virtue, and were alone sufficient 
to scr\’c as a guide of conduct k But it should be re- 
membered that rational self-love, though it may lead us 

' Thus even Bishop Butler (Sermoa \I)emplo)'s the following language: 
‘To all these things may l>c added, that religion, from whence arises our 
strongest obligation to benevolence, is so far from disowming the principle 
of selfdove, that it often addresses itself to that very j^rinciplc, and always 
to the mind in that slate when reason presides ; and there can no access 
\)C had to the understanding, but by convincing men that the course of 
life we would persuade them to is not contrary to their interest. It may 
be allowed, without any prejudice to the cause of virtue aiul religion, that 
our ideas of happiness and misery arc, of all our ideas, the nearest and 
most important to us; that they will, nay, if you please, that they ought 
to prevail over those of order, and beauty, and harmony, and pro]><)rtiou. 
if there should ever be, as it is impossible there ever shouUl l>c. any in- 
consistency betweai them ; th«>tigh theisc last, too, .as cx]>rcssing the fitness 
of actions, are real as truth itself, let it \k allowxd, though virtue or 
moral rectitude docs inilced consist in affection to and pursuit of what iN 
right and good, os such: yet that, when we sit <io\vn in a cool hour, tve 
can neither justify to ourselves this or any other pursuit, till we are convince*! 
tliat it will l>c for our happijicss, or at least not contrary to it/ This 
]>assagc, which places self* love on even a higher level than conscience, ap|>cars 
to me to be plainly inconsistent with Butler’s prc<lominant conception of 
Ixrnevolcncc and self-love as co-ordinate principles of our nature, both 
alike being regarded as tmder the supreme governance of conscience or 
reflexion. 

[The above nolo was written many years before the appearance of Brofessor 
Sidgwick’s ‘History of Ethics.* He regarcis Butler ns having rccoj^ised 
*a duality of the regulative principles in Human Nature/ namely, ' Kcasotiablc 
Self-Love an<l Conscience,* acconling to the statement tow,ards the end of 
Sermon HI: ‘Reasonable self-love and conscience .are the chief or Mi|>crior 
principles in the nature of man ; because an action may be suitable to this 
nature, though all other principles be violated ; but becomes unsuitable, if 
either of those arc.' I have left this note (with which compare the account of 
Butler in Part I, Chapter 11) without alteration, because, though I fully recognise 
the difficulty of determining which of Butler’s three systems of human nature 
(namely, that implying the supremacy of conscience, the supremacy of self-love, 
or a duality of these principles) expressed his most matured views, I still 
think the first to be the predominant conception.} 
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to regulate our lives after an orderly fashion, to obey all 
the dictates of justice, and even to gratify the instincts 
of benevolence and the nobler aspirations of our nature, is, 
all the while, actuated simply by a self-regarding motive. 
It promotes the happiness of others, because such happiness 
contributes to our own. It checks the lower, and fosters 
the higher impulses of our being, simply because it thus 
secures to us a larger balance of personal pleasure. And, 
for this reason, it appears to us to constitute a part only, 
and not the whole, of man's moral nature. 

When a man, however, is led to relieve misery, to 
soothe sorrow, and to assist the efforts of others, because 
he finds that it affords him an exquisite pleasure to do 
so, this course of conduct affords sure evidence that he 
possesses those sympathetic feelings which I proceed to 
describe in the next chapter, and hence the discussion of 
Rational Self-Love forms a natural transition to that of 
Sympathy. 

When Self-Love, losing sight of all individual pleasures 
and even of all conscious sources of happiness, takes the form 
of a regard to the perfection of character for its own sake, 
it becomes one of the highest and purest of the moral 
qualities. It now assumes the title of To the 

man in whom this feeling is predominant, character ranks 
above all other considerations. He will refrain from doing 
anything which will render him mean, degraded, ungener- 
ous, or unmanly in his own eyes. He has, in the strictest 
sense of the words, the truest regard for himself; for it 
is the permanent part of himself, the character and dis- 
positions from which his actions flow, that constitutes the 
object of his solicitude. This regard for the formation and 
maintenance of character, above all things, gives dignity 
to our lives, rendering us less and less dependant for our 
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happiness on the gratification of the moment or on the 
opinion of others, and enabling us to bear the ills of life 
with comparative indifference. It is, moreover, one of the 
surest guarantees of right conduct, both to ourselves and 
others. When we say that a man has too much self-respect 
to commit a base or dishonourable action, it is almost 
equivalent to saying that he stands in awe of his own 
conscience, tl\at his sense of morality is too keen or his 
moral tone too high to allow of his doing anything which 
he suspects to be wrong. Thus, though this feeling has its 
roots in self-love, and is, undoubtedly, allied with pride, 
on one side, and with the love of praise and fear of censure, 
on the other, its results arc coincident with those of the 
moral feeling, strictly so called, and it seems as if, in the 
perfect man, the two feelings would be indistinguishable. 

‘ Reverence thyself is thus, in a sense, the beginning and 
the crown of morality *. 

Moreover, this regard for self, which assumes the form 
of self-respect, is, in some degree, a reflex of our regard for 
others, and, in the highest types of character, the two 
probably grow up simultaneously. For a man can hardly 
respect human nature in himself, without being simultan- 
eously led to respect it in others. Indeed, Self-Respect, in 
its most developed and intelligent form, implies a sense 

‘ Sclf-rcspect, like all other fcclmgs, admits of pcr\’crsion. When this 
perversion exists to only a comparatively slight degree, it is called Sel/-EsUem. 
But, when it assumes the form of a constant and inordinate reference of ever) thing 
to Self, it is called, sometimes, Egotism, sometimes, Stlf-Consciosisness : 
Egotism, when this reference to self has a tendency to produce sclf-cx.altation j 
Sclf-Conscioosncss, when it has a tendency to produce self-depreciation. Both 
these qualities render n man less acceptable to his companions, but, while 
the former is often an unconscious source of delight, the latter is often a 
peculiar occasion of torment, to a man's self. There arc, indeed, few states 
of mind more pitiable than sclf-consciousness, and few more productive of 
real pain to the unfortunate sufferer. The remedy is to divert the mind to 

objects outside of itself— to nature, to art, to literature, to the interests of 
others, or to public aflairs. 


F 
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of Humanity as such, and an appreciation of the dignity 
of man, which must, in part at least, have had its origin 
in a knowledge of our fellow-men, a sympathy with their 
characters and pursuits, and a recognition of the capabilities 
of human nature. It would seem as if to the purely selfish 
man the feeling of self-respect were an impossible ac- 
quirement. 

Thus, the higher developments of any one part of our 
nature appear to be intimately blended with the higher 
developments of the other parts, and, alike in Rational 
Self-Love and in Self-Respect, we seem already to detect 
the presence of that sympathetic clement in human nature, 
the character and importance of which I now proceed 
to consider. 



CHAPTER II. 


Oji the Sympathetic Feelings. 

Sympathy or Fellow-Feeling is the most general term 
we can employ in order to designate that emotion of 
pleasure or pain which is reflected, as it were, from the 
pleasures or pains of others. ‘ Rejoicing with them that 
rejoice and weeping with them that weep,’ or the dis- 
position to feel for others as we feel for ourselves, is, 
perhaps, the simplest account that we can give of it. 

By virtue of this affection of our nature, another per- 
son, wholly distinct from ourselves, becomes, as it were, 
another self; his pleasures, his pains and intere.sts become 
temporarily, sometimes they remain even permanently, 
ours. A feeling which thus tends to bring men together, to 
combine them for common objects, and to advance the 
great ends of life, is one of the highest, because it is one of 
the most characteristic, elements in Human Nature. The 
common sentiment has distinguished it as the special 
attribute of Humanity. It is impossible to study its 
effects without being struck with admiration at its won- 
derful adaptation to the needs both of the individual 
and of society. While, at first sight, it seems mainly 
to promote the interests of others, it is, at the same 
time, to ourselves the source of some of the purest and 
most durable pleasures of which we arc capable. Ac- 
cording to a well-known metaphor, it doubles our joys 
and halves our sorrows. It imposes an additional ob- 
ligation on the performance of the personal virtues. It 

F a 
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lends a charm to those relations of life which are necessary 
to our existence or our personal wants, but which, without 
sympathy, would often be intolerable. Moreover, when 
combined with other principles of our nature, it gives 
them a dignity and a grace of which, in themselves, 
they would be incapable. He who resents a wrong done 
to others, for the sake of others or of society at large, 
shews a sentiment of moral indignation wholly different 
from that of personal revenge. He who practises industry 
and frugality in the interests of others is actuated by 
a spirit wholly different from that of the man who practises 
these virtues with reference to the furtherance of his own 
ends. He who regards his personal property or personal 
advantages as a solemn trust with which he is invested 
for the good of others bears about with him a sentiment 
which ennobles every action of his life. His ambition 
is a pure and lofty one, who seeks fame by efforts 
directed to social improvements. Lastly, religion itself 
assumes a wholly different aspect when, instead of being 
the slavish flattery of an imaginary creature seeking bene- 
fits for itself, it is the free outpouring of an unselfish 
spirit, which neither serves God for a reward nor fails 
to sec that the true service of the Creator consists in 
ministering to the necessities of the creatures whom it 
has pleased Him to make so dependent for their happiness 
on the assistance of each other. 


Though weak in the earlier stages of human existence, 
and confined within narrow circles, Sympathy is capable, 
under favourable circumstances, of indefinite expansion, 
comprehending at last the whole human race, all sentient 


existence and even all animated nature. As it expands, 
it loses in intensity but it gains in dignity; it becomes 
less instinctive and more rational : founded on reason, 
it loses the character of caprice and impulse and becomes 
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a settled principle of action. Thus actuated by Reason, 
it shews a tendency to become the principle of obedience 
to all Law whatsoever, natural as well as human. Forced 
and reluctant in the first stage, its obedience becomes 
hearty and willing in the ne.xt, and the prompt and ready 
sacrifice of inclination to inevitable Law assumes the 
nature of love. Patience, resignation, labour itself, con- 
tentment, duty, obedience to the whole Moral Law become 
loving and disinterested, and love, the highest form of 
Sympathy, becomes the spirit and animating principle in 
tlie moral world. 

Sympathy assumes various forms according to the in- 
tensity of the feeling, the peculiarities of individual 
temperament, and the relations in which the person 
entertaining the sympathy stands to the persons towards 
whom the sympathy is entertained. To enumerate these 
forms, to note the uses and abuses of the feeling, to trace 
its extension and enlightenment by means as well of the 
other feelings as of the reason, and to give some account 
of the controversies with respect to its nature and origin, 
will be the object of the following chapter. 

It will be most convenient, perhaps, to consider these 
questions in the following order: ist, the disputes as to 
the nature and origin of sympathy, two enquiries which 
cannot well be separated ; 2nd, the gradual extension of 
the feeling, the necessity of educating it, and the manner 
in which this education or enlightenment proceeds ; 3rd, 
the various forms which the feeling assumes, an enquiry 
which will naturally lead to" the consideration of its uses 
and abuses. 

1 . Arc the sympathetic feelings an original part of our 
nature? Is there, in the present condition of human 
nature, such a thing as pure or disinterested sympathy, 
admitting of no explanation by reference to our own 
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interests? These questions, though plainly distinct, have 
not infrequently been confounded, and have almost always 
been considered in close connexion with each other. The 
first relates to the origin, the second to the nature of 
s)-mpath)’. 

The most common answer to these questions, not only 
amongst persons of ordinarj’’ cultivation but amongst those 
philosophers who have devoted special attention to them, 
is that Sympathy is incapable of analysis into self-love 
and that it was, from the \ ory first, an independent part 
of human nature. But, with reference to the second of 
these assertions, a curious and very important question 
IS suggested by recent speculations. Granting that the 
sympathetic feelings arc an original part of our individual 
constitution, as it now exists, that is to say, that they 
are not acquired but inherited, it may still be asked 
whether there may not have been a time in the history 
of the human race when they were gradually developed 
out of our selfish propensities. 

It appears, then, that the possible answers to the 
questions proposed are these : that sympathy, even in the 
matured man, is only an indirect form of self-love ; that, 
though it eventually assumes an independent form, it was 
originally developed, in each individual, by means of 
association, from the purely self-regarding feelings ; that, 
though an original part of our individual nature, and now 
inherited by each man from his ancestors, it was evolved 
from the self-regarding feelings in the early histoiy of our 
race ; lastly, that, as far as we can go back, not only in 
our individual history but in the history of the race, the 
sympathetic feelings are coeval and co-ordinate with those 
which exclusively respect ourselves. 

The first opinion is that which was so paradoxically, yet 
so ably, propounded by Hobbes. With him, all sympathy 
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is but thinly-disguised selfishness. Thus, ' Suddt n dejection 
is the passion that causeth Weeping \ and is caused b)’ 
such accidents as suddenly take away some vehement 
hope, or some prop of their power.’ Again, ‘ Griefs for the 
calamity of another, is Pity, and ariseth from the imagina- 
tion that the like calamity may befall himself'.’ Against 
this theory it is only possible to appeal to facts, and to ask 
if we arc never conscious within ourselves, or nc\cr 
imagine that we observe in others, feelings which arc 
wholly disinterested, and which are inexplicable by 
reference to these selfish joys and sorrows, hopes and 
fears. Is a mother thinking of herself, when she is 
sitting by the bedside of a dying child, or, when a friend 
rushes into the water to save his drowning companion, 
is he acting simply on a calculation of the praise which 
he will secure, or the blame which he will avoid? Do 
we never pity calamities which it is impossible, or at least 
very improbable, we should ever suffer ourselves? Docs a 
cripple, for instance, who is confined to his house for life, 
feel no compassion for the sufferers in a railway-accident 
or for a friend who has been killed by a fall from his 
horse? Or are our sympathies at all proportional to the 
chance to which we arc exposed of ourselves incurring the 
same misfortunes? Or, if, in some cases, we do detect 
such a proportion, is it not fully explicable by the intel- 
lectual difficulty which men find in realising an event 
totally or widely different from anything which they have 
ever either experienced or perceived ? And again, why, 
according to this theory, should we pity a friend more than 
a person who is indifferent to us, or a good man rather than 
a bad one, or a man who is himself compassionate rather 
than one who is hard-hearted and cruel ? When tested 

* Lemtban, Part I, eh. 6. Other definitions of a similar character will Iw 
foond m the account of Hobbes given in Part I, eh. a. Sec pp. 31, 3a. 
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by such questions as these, there seem to be innumerable 
cases of evcr>'-day life which Hobbes’ theory is utterly 
inadequate to meet. That in all our extra-regarding acts 
and feelings, or, at least, in all such acts and feelings as 
are commonly reputed and spoken of as extra-regarding, 
there is a conscious reference to self, is a position which 
psychological obsen-ation does not appear to verify. 

Of the second opinion the best representative that I 
can take is, perhaps. Hartley. He docs not deny the 
existence of purely disinterested actions or feelings, but he 
maintains that they have, in the progress of the individual’s 
hfc. been transmuted, by means of association, out of acts 
and feelings which were at first purely self-regarding. The 
sympathetic affections are perfectly real and now rest in 
their object, just as the love of money does, though both the 
one and the other have been acquired in our progress through 
hfc, and may be traced back to their source in simpler feel- 
ings. But just as the miser comes at last to hoard money for 
Its own sake, and without any reference to its uses, so may 
sympathy come to be so completely detached from its 
parent root, that the sympathetic man may eventually 
take an interest in the joys or sorrows of his fellow-men 
without any regard whatever to their effects upon himself. 

It IS plain how wide an interval separates this theory 
from the theory of Hobbes. The one denies that there is 
any such thing as disinterested benevolence, while the 
other, though it attempts to trace its origin to other 
sources, allows that, as a fact, it exists. To quote 
Hartleys own words, when speaking of our moral judg- 
ments. ‘ some associations are formed so early, repeated so 
often, rivetted so strong, and have so close a connexion with 

‘ Sec Hartley's Observations on Man, Part I. ch iv sect .. t .u 
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the common nature of man, and the events of life which 
happen to all, as, in a popular way of speaking, to claim 
the appellation of original and natural dispositions, and to 
appear like instincts when compared with dispositions 
evidently factitious^' At the same time, the author adds 
that ‘all reasoning, as well as affection, is the mere result 
of association.’ 

That the love of money, or, more generally, of property, 
is the result of association cannot be denied, for we can 
distinctly retrace the steps to its ultimate origin, nor in 
the child docs there seem to be any feeling which can 
properly be so denominated. But the infant, as soon as it 
is capable of exhibiting any feelings at all, seems to betray 
signs of love and affection. Moreover, it may be questioned 
whether the love of money ever becomes so completely 
dissociated from a regard to its uses, as, even on this 
hypothesis, it is acknowledged that sympathy becomes 
dissociated from a respect to our own interests. Even 
the most confirmed miser probably retains some lingering 
idea of the uses to which his money might be put, or of the 
difficulties from which, under certain eventualities, it might 
enable him to rescue himself. Docs any ease exist, it may 
be asked, clearly traceable to association, in which the 
separation between the associated ideas is so complete as 
it is in the ease of our sympathy for the welfare of others 
and our regard for our own ? 

But the third hypothesis, it might be said, completely 
disposes of these objections. If the a.ssociation, instead of 
having been formed in a single life-time, has been in gradual 
process of formation throughout innumerable generations, 
if, in other words, it has, in the proportions which it has 
now assumed, been inherited rather than acquired, we have, 
it may be said, a sufficient account of its strength, of its 

* Part I, eh. 4 . sect. 6 . 
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operation in the earliest period of infancy, and of the com- 
plete apparent separation which now exists between the 
sympathetic affections and the personal pleasures and pains 
out of which they arc supposed originally to have grown. It 
cannot be denied that this theory seems perfectly adequate 
to explain the phenomena. All that can be said against 
it is that it carries us back to so distant a period in the 
history of our race as to admit of no direct verification, 
and that it transports us from the region of ethics properly 
so called into that of speculative psychology*. 

Even on this hypothesis, the sympathetic afTcctions arc 
coeval with the social form of human life. ‘ Sympathy,’ 
says l\Ir. Herbert Spencer, ‘ may be pro\'ed, both inductively 
and deductively, to be the concomitant of gregariousnes.s, 
the two having all along increased by reciprocal aid 
Now, as the oldest records of our race, and all the in- 
timations that are to be gathered from the most archaic 
forms of language and institutions, present man as ex- 
isdng, from the first, in the family, or, at least, in the 
tnbaP, group, we seem warranted in assuming that the 


h IS hoped that this rcm.arlc will not be taken, as it certainly Is not meant, 
m disparagement of the eminent writer (Mr. Herbert Spencer) to whom refer- 
ence is made. An enquiry, which may be perfectly legitimate, and even 
necessary m a general system of philosophy, would be out of place in a 
philosophy of ethics which attempts to base itself on the known facts of human 
nature, and to confine itself within the knoxvn limits of human history. 

Essay on Morals and Moral SentlinenU in Fortnightly Review, April, 
*» 7 *. P- 430. This Idea is further expanded in the ‘ Data of Ethics.’ That 
sympathy is manifested in many of the lower animals, as well as in man, is 
abundantly shc%vn by Mr. Darwin in chapters 3, 4 of the ‘ Descent of Man.’ 

I add the words ‘ or, at least, in the tribal group ' in order to cover the 
theory propounded by Mr. McLennan in his ‘Primitive Marriage.’ As the 
result of an elaborate argument, in opposition to the patriarchal theory of 
Origin of bocely adopted by Sir Henry Maine and others, he there states 

uTn = ‘ development, in our view. 

IS. then, that the tribe stands first ; the gens or house next ; and, last of all, the 

famdy. It ,s not necessary for me to slate any opinion on the relative merits 

thi. controversy. It is sufficient for my purpose, if it be admitted that man 
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sympathetic affections are coeval with the human race, 
or, at all events, with the time when man first deserved 
to be called by his present name. 

‘The Ethnologist,’ says Dr. Tylor', ‘finds the famil}' 
affections established as the initial fact at the very en- 
trance of his researches. It is shown by e\cr)’ obscr\ant 
traveller in savage regions, that the basis of society is 
the family. Evenj^among the rudest tribes the family 
ties arc distinct and strong ; the patient tenderness of the 
mother’s love, the desperate valour of the father fighting 
for home, the toil and care of both for the little ones, 
the affection of brothers and sisters, may be often masked 
or defaced by indifference or harshness, but they arc al- 
ways present, and often rise to poetic beauty and heroic 
passion. All through the human race, from savagerj’ 
to civilization, the family has been the very source and 
school of moral life,' 

That the existence of the family or tribal group implies 
the existence of the sympathetic affections seems plain 

is a ‘ gregarions ’ animal, and that the primitive aggregates of men were bound 
together by feelings of kindred. These facts Mr. M^Lcnnair docs not dispute. 
^All the evidence wc have goes to shew that men were from the beginning 
gregarious. The geological record dibtinctly exhibits them in groups . . . . 
naked hunters or feeders upon shcll-fish leading a precarious life of s<|ualid 
misery* This testimony is confirmed by all history. Wc hear nothing in the 
most ancient times of individuals except as being members of groups.* I rimilive 
Marriage, ch. 8, isl cd. p. i6i. And, c\cn when asserting that ‘the earliest 
human groups can have bad no idea of kinship,* he adds : * Wc do not mean 
to say that there ever was a time when meu were not bound together by a 
feeling of kindred. The filial and fraternal afTcclions may be instinctive. Ihcy 
are obviously independent of any theory of kinship, its origin or consequences. 
Ch. 8, tst cd. p. 151. 

Though he maintains that marriage, in our sense of the term, and the family 
relation are comparatively recent developments of human society, Mr. M^^Lcnnan 
would, of course, not deny that, in all civilised societies, these institutions had 
their origin in a remote antiquity and go back far beyond the record of 
history. 

^ Contemporary Review, April, 1873, pp. 711-2. 
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on a little reflexion. It could hardly hold together with- 
out them. \\ ithout some reverence for its head, without 
some bond of sympathy between its different members, 
without the love which would impel the warrior or hunter 
to defend and to provide for his wife and children, we can 
hardly imagine such a society, surrounded by hostile tribes 
and earning a precarious subsistence, existing for a single 
day. So far as our means of information carry us back, 
we cannot detect the origin of sympathy. We can only 
trace its extension, note the obstacles which it has sur- 
mounted, and suggest the further ramifications or limita- 
tions of its course which may render it a still more potent 
instrument in promoting the well-being of mankind. 

From what has been said, I conclude that Sympathy 
is a purely disinterested feeling, and that, so far as our 
means of information extend, it must be accepted, both 
in the history of the individual and in that of the race, 
as an ultimate fact of human nature. 

Sympathy, strictly speaking, is fellow-feeling, sharing 
in the joys or sorrows of others. But this fellow-feeling 
implies the power of imagining, or setting before the mind, 
the circumstances which excite those joys or sorrows in 
the person with whom the sympathy is felt k Hence, 
every act of sympathy implies a certain amount of in- 
telligence, and, exteris paribus, the more vivid the power 
of imagination, the more keen is the feeling of sympathy, 
a proposition the great importance of which will be ap- 

‘ I speak advisedly of the exciting circumstances rather than of the joys or 
sorrows themselves. For, even where the circumstances are not apparent, it 
would seem that we imagine possible or probable circnmstances as the cause of 
the joys or sorrows with which we sympathise. Thus, if a friend suddenly 
shrieks from pain, we imagine that it is due to a sudden attack of illness; but 
if we supposed that the pain arose from some foolish act of his own, the fwlinir 
of sympathy would probably not be excited. 
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parent when I come to treat of the education of Sym- 
pathy, under the second head of this enquiry. This 
intellectual representation instantaneously excites what 
is called Sympathy proper, namely the feeling which we 
should ourselves experience, if we were ourselves placed 
in the same circumstances as those imagined The 

* Instead of attempting to illustrate these stages in my own language, I shall 
avail myself of the lucid exposition of Adam Smith : ‘As wc have no iuimc* 
diate experience of what other men feel, wc can fonn no idea of the manner in 
which they arc affected, but by conceiving what we onrsclvcs should feel in the 
like situation. Though our brother is upon the rack, as long as wc ourselves 
arc at our ease, our senses will never inform us of what he suffers* They never did, 
and never can, carry us bcyorul our own person, and it is by the imagination 
only that wc can form any conception of what arc his sensations. Neither can 
that faculty help us to this any other way, than by representing to us what 
would be our own, if we were in his case. It is the impressions of our own 
senses only, not those of his, which our imaginations copy, lly the imagination 
wc place ourselves in his situation, wc conceive ourselves enduring all the same 
torments, we enter as it were into his (>ody, and become in some measure the 
same person with him, and thence fonn some idea of his sensations, and even 
feel something which, though weaker in degree, is not altogether unlike them. 
His agonies, when they arc thus brought home to ourselves, when wc have 
thus adopted and made them our own, begin at last to affect us, and wc then 
tremble and shudder at the thought of what be feels. For as to be in pain or 
distress of any kind excites the most excessive sorrow, so to conceive or to 
imagine that wc are in it excites some degree of the same emotion, in proportion 
to the vivacity or dulness of the conception. 

*That this is the source of our fellow-feeling for the misery of others, that it 
is by changing places in fancy with the sufferer that we come cither to conceive 
or to be affected by what he feels, may be demonstrated by many obvious 
observations, if it should not be thought suf5cienily evident of itself. When 
wc see a stroke aimed, and just ready to fall upon the leg or arm of another 
person, wc naturally shrink and draw back our o^vn leg or our own arm ; and 
when it docs fall, wc feel it in some measure, and are hurt by it as well as the 
sufferer. The mob, when they are gazing at a dancer on the slack rope, naturally 
writhe and twist and balance their own bodies as they sec him do, and as they 
feel that they themselves must do if in his situation. Persons of delicate fibres 
and a weak constitulioo of body complain that, in looking on the sores an<l 
ulcers which arc exposed by beggars in the streets, they arc apt to feel an 
itching or uneasy sensation in the corresponding part of their own bodies. The 
horror which they conceive at the misery of those wretches affects that particular 
part in themselves more than any other; because that horror arises from con- 
ceiving what they themselves would suffer, if they really were the wretches 
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feeling, however, is perhaps necessarily weaker than that 
which we should ourselves experience under the like cir- 
cumstances : for, in the first place, it is impossible exactly 
to reproduce the circumstances in which our neighbour is 
placed, and they will usually be reproduced in a less 
rather than in a more vivid form; and, in the second 
place, the interest excited by another’s joys or sorrows 
can hardly, with very rare exceptions, be equal to that 
excited by our own. The intensity of the feeling will, 
of course, depend, to a great extent, on relationship, 
friendship, neighbourhood, and the like connexions, but 
of this circumstance I shall speak hereafter. It should also 
be noticed that the feeling, however vivid, is all along 
accompanied with the consciousness that the joy or sorrow 
with which we are sympathising is not our own. 

With the intellectual representation and the consequent 
emotion, the act of sympathy is often complete. But, 
wherever it is possible to alleviate suffering, there ought 
to follow a third stage, namely, the disposition to assist 

wlmm they are looking upon, and if th.it particular part in themselves was 
.actually alTccted in the s.imc miserable manner. The ver)' force of this concep- 
tion is sufficient, in their feeble frames, to produce that itching or uneasy 
sensation complained of. Men of the most robust make obseri-e that in looking 
upon sore eyes they often feel a very sensible soreness in their otvn, which pro- 
cce<is from the same reason; that organ being in the strongest man more 
delicate than any other part of the body is in the weakest. 

• Neither is it those circumstances only, which create pain or sorrow, that 
call forth our fellow-feeling. Whatever is the passion which arises from any 
object in the perSon principally concerned, an analogous emotion springs up, at 
the thought of his situation, in the breast of every attentive spectator. Our joy 
for the deliverance of those heroes of tragedy or romance who interest us is as 
sincere as our grief for their distress, and our fellow-feeling with their misery is not 
moie real th.in that with their happiness. We enter into their gratitude towards 
those faithful friends who did not desert them in their difficulties; and we 
heartily go along with their resentment against those perfidious traitors who 
injured, abandoned, or deceived them. In every passion of which the mind of 
man is susceptible, the emotions of the bystander always correspond to what, by 
bringing the case home to himself, he imagines should be the sentiments of the 
sufferer ’ Adam Smith’s Moral Sentiments, Port I, sect. i. chap. i. 



Chap. II.] 


ACTIVE ELEMEXT. 


79 


the sufferer. In sympathy with joy, the corresponding 
disposition is superfluous ; for it is comparatively seldom 
that wc can, by any overt act, increase our neighbour’s 
joys. Moreover, even in sympathy with sorrow, there arc 
many cases in which assistance is impossible, as, for in- 
stance, where the sorrow is too great, or the means at 
our disposal are inadequate, or the sorrow, as in plays 
and novels, is simply an ideal or generalised one. But, 
wherever such assistance is possible, the disposition, at 
least, ought to follow, though more weighty considerations 
may prevent it from passing into action. For, if this be 
not the case, if the feeling of sympathy be constantly 
excited within us, unaccompanied by any disposition to 
act upon it, even where such action is possible, the heart 
inevitably becomes hardened, and human joys and .sorrows 
come at last to be viewed with curiosity rather than with 
sympathy, as the transactions in a play rather than the 
events of real life. But, though this is undoubtedly theca.se 
in the experience of actual life, it may be questioned whether 
the objection commonly taken to works of fiction, on 
this ground, can really be sustained. For, where we are 
thoroughly conscious of the fictitious character of the recital 
or representation, and know that any active participation of 
our own in the events described is entirely out of the ques- 
tion, it is diflficult to see how the disposition to render assist- 
ance to real distress can possibly be weakened. And, where 
the fiction is more completely realised and we are partially 
deceived into mistaking the fiction for reality, there is 
surely nothing to prevent the disposition to render as- 
sistance from being also partially (or, if I may employ 
such a term, incipiently) excited, till the deception is 
removed. The objection seems, any way, to apply with 
as much force to a history graphically told as to a work 
of fiction. 
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In a complete act of sympathy, then, there are three 
stages, the mental representation of the circumstances, 
the emotional act of fellow-feeling or sympathy, properly 
so called, attended with the consciousness that the joy 
or suffering is not our own, and, lastly, the disposition 
to render assistance, if possible, to the object sympathised 
with. The term ‘sympathy’ is sometimes applied to the 
second act only of this scries, frequently to the combi- 
nation of the first two, and sometimes to the entire series. 
In the remainder of this* chapter, it will be employed in 
the widest signification of which the context admits. 

II. It is, as already intimated, in the various relations 
of the family’, that we find the roots of the sympathetic 
affections. In tracing the gradual extension of sympathy 
from this source, it will, perhaps, be most convenient, first, 
to consider the development of society and the cor- 
responding sympathies under favourable, or what may in 
this case justly be called the normal, conditions, and, then, 
to take into account the various obstacles that have fre- 
quently been encountered in the actual course of de- 
velopment, at the same time pointing out the manner 
in which those obstacles have been, or may be, overcome. 
This enquiry will obviously lead to the other division 
which falls under this head of my subject, namely, the 
education or enlightenment of sympathy by means of 
reason and the other feelings. 

To begin with the family, considered in its internal 
organisation. The husband and wife are not only bound 

‘ I ha\'e aircaciy noticed tlmt Mr. M^'Lennan, in his remarkable work on 
Primitive Marriage, calls in question the theory of the family as the original 
social unit. But, as he docs not deny that the family-group lies at the basis of 
civilised society, while, even in the most primitive and savage type of human 
life, the place of the family is taken by the tribe, bis objections do not, in 
any material respect, aifect my argument. 
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together by the ties of conjugal lo\-c. but, in their normal 
condition, the husband feels that he owes protection to 
the wife, and the wife obedience to her husband. Here, 
then, there are three distinct forms of sympathy, the 
feeling of love, the feeling elicited by an object to which 
we arc conscious of extending our protection, a feeling 
which appears to have no appropriate name, and the 
feeling corresponding to obedience freely rendered, which 
may, perhaps, be called reverence or loyalty. When we 
proceed to consider the relations of the children, at least 
in the normal condition of a family, we seem to detect, 
first, the feeling of filial love in relation to their parents, 
the feeling entertained towards the mother being of a 
more tender description than that entertained towards 
the father ; secondly, the feeling of reverence, or a mixed 
feeling of love, admiration, and fear, which seems to be 
entertained towards the father, in addition to the feeling 
of filial love already mentioned ; thirdly, the feeling of 
fraternal love which governs their relations amongst them- 
selves ; and fourthly, feelings of a certain kind between 
the elder children and the younger, and the males and 
the females, elicited, as in the case of the husband and 
wife, by the protection afforded by the one and the modi- 
fied obedience rendered by the other. In addition to 
these special forms of feeling, there is the general feeling 
of family union, or loyalty to the family tie, which is felt 
in common by all members of the group. Thus, even 
in the simplest form of social union, we find a variety of 
sentiments, some of them also, as we have seen, existing 
in a variety of degrees. When the family has, by the 
natural process which I need not here describe, grown 
successively into the house, gens, or clan, and then into 
the tribe these feelings are extended, by means of 

‘ The reader is probably familiar with this view of the growth of society. If 

G 
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analogy and association, to new objects, and thus assume 
new, though similar, forms. The feeling of reverence, 
for instance, as entertained towards the father, is now 
extended to the leader of the tribe; the feeling of fraternal 
affection is extended, though in a weakened degree, to 
all fellow-tribesmen ; what I have called the feeling of 
family-union, or loyalty to the family tie, is extended, 
and often without suffering any diminution of strength, 
to the larger groups which constitute the clan and tribe, 
thereby becoming loj-alty to these larger groups, or, in 
the noblest sense of the expression, clan-feeling. In 
undergoing these extensions, the sympathetic sentiments, 
as they originally existed in the family group, and in 
reference to their original objects, are not necessarily 
weakened, but, for the most part, remain unimpaired. 
Thus, when the family has expanded into the clan or 
tribe, there seems to be no reason why conjugal affection, 
filial affection, and fraternal affection should be less in- 
tense than before. But, as the father, unless he be the 
head of the clan or tribe, is not the main-stay and sole 
support of the family in the same sense as he was, when 
it lived in isolation, the reverence felt towards him in 
this character seems to be necessarily diminished and 
shared with the leaders of the larger aggregate. It is 
difficult for us now to realise the absolute submission 
and deference with which the father of the family was 
treated even by his adult sons in primaeval times. For 
a similar reason, the family-feeling would be weakened 
when the clan-feeling, and still more when the tribal 
feeling, began to exist side by side with it Moreover, 
weakened forms of sympathy, diluted forms, so to speak, 

not, he is referred to Sir H. Maine’s Treatise on Ancient Law, as presenting it 
in the briefest and most intelligible form. He may also consnlt with advantage 
the very suggestive work of De Conlanges, ‘ La Cit^ Antique.’ 
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of family love, would come into existence; as, for instance, 
what I shall hereafter designate as friendship, attachment, 
regard, respect, and the like. In the next stage of social 
development, the amalgamation of tribes into a nation, 
the sympathetic feelings would attach themselves to new 
objects, and undergo extensions similar to those which 
they undenvent when the family passed successi\’ely into 
the gens and tribe. Thus, the feeling of reverence enter- 
tained towards the father and the heads of the clan and 
tribe would now be extended to the head of the state 
and his subordinate oflRcers, the feeling being probably, 
as before, weakened by its di.spcrsion. Again, the same 
sentiment which produced family-feeling, clan -feeling, 
and loyalty to the tribe, though still, perhaps, continuing 
to exist in those forms, and possibly with undiminished 
strength, would now appear in the new form of state- 
feeling, loyalty to the state, or, to call it by its appropriate 
patriotism^. Moreover, the fraternal feeling which 
existed in the family, and which, in the clan and tribe, 
assumed the greatly weakened form of a feeling of sym- 
pathy towards fellow-clansmen and fellow-tribesmen, would 
now assume the still more weakened form of a fcclinj? 
of community with fellow-countrymen. This weakened 
form of sympathy would, however, in certain cases, be 

* It is impossible to name this sentiment, without noticing the important 
part which it has played historically in subjugating the selfish to the sympa- 
thetic feelings. At a time when society was mainly organised on the military 
basis, the love of country was a sentiment of sufficient majesty to over-rule all 
minor and narrower considerations, and to inspire deeds of heroism and 
devotion which no other sentiment then existing could have done. The 
patriotic sentiment has no doubt, in the development of society, been wcakcnctl 
by the more general intercourse between different nations, and modified by 
science and philosophy, but, as we have seen even in our own generation, it is 
still capable of being kindled into vigorous action, and of becoming an over- 
powering force, when the honour or inde|x;ndence of a nation is at stake. Its 
tendency, however, in an industrial age or country, appears to be to give place 
to the wider feelings of general good-will and philanthropy. 

G 2 
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intensified by other considerations, such as neighbourhood, 
identity of employment, similarity of tastes, and the like, 
thus sometimes rising into friendship. The stronger forms 
of sympathy, such as conjugal love, filial love, fraternal 
love, affection towards kinsmen, attachment towards clans- 
men and tribesmen, if, at least, the clan and tribe continued 
to be integral parts of the society, might still remain 
unimpaired. The great extension and variety which the 
sympathetic feelings have acquired by the expansion of 
the tribe into the state will, however, now be apparent 
without any further illustration. There remains one stage 
more, the development of these narrower sympathetic 
feelings into philanthropy and humanity. P/iilauthropy, 
or the feeling of sympathy with man simply because he 
is man, probably owes its origin and recognition to a 
variety of causes. Amongst these may be enumerated 
commerce and the consequent rapprochement between 
different nations, the collection of various races under the 
same empire, a cause which seems especially to have 
operated in the case of the Roman Empire, the teaching 
of the later Stoic philosophy^ anticipated by a few scattered 


‘ As in the following passages : 

‘Ecce altera quacstio, qiiomodo hominibos sit utendom. Qnid ngimos? 
quae damus praecepta? ut pnreamns sanguini humano? quantulam est, ei 
nonnocere, cui debeas prodcssel magna scilicet Ians est, si homo mansuctus 
homini est. praccipiemns, ut naufrago manum porrigat, enanti viam monstret, 
cum esuriente panem suum dividat? Quando omnia, quae praestanda ac 
vitanda sunt, dicam? cum possim brevitcr banc illi formolam hnmani officii 
tradere : omne hoc, quod vides, quo divina atque humana conclusa sunt, 
unnm est : membra sumus corporis magni. oatura nos cognates edidit, cum 
ex iisdem et in eadem gigneret. haec nobis amorem indidit mutuum et 
sociabilcs fecit, ilia aequum iustumqne conposuil. ex illius constitutione 
miserius est nocerc quam Incdi. ex illius imperio paratac sint iuvantis manus. 
Ille versus et in pectore et in ore sit: 

Homo sum, humani nihil a me alienum puto. 

Habeamus in commune, quod nati sumus. societas nostra lapidum fomicationi 
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expressions amongst the older Greek moralists ^ the gradual 
development of Monotheistic notions, inevitably suggesting 
that, if men have a common Father in heaven, they must 
themselves be brethren, and, above all, the teaching com- 
bined with the example of the Divine Founder of 
Christianity and his more immediate followers. Exactly, 
however, to apportion amongst these and other causes 
their precise share in bringing about the result, seems 
hardly to fall within the scope of this work. 

Humanity^ as opposed to Cruelty, would, from the first, 

siiniUima est^ quae casura^ nisi inWeem obstarcti hoc ipso sustinctur.' Scncca, 
Episl. Mor. 95 (51-3). 

In the same Epistle, he speaks of ^homo, sacra res homini/ § 33, 

* Hoc nempe ab homine cxigitur, ut prosit hominibus, si fieri potest, multis, 
si minus, paucis, si minus, proximis, si minus, sibi. nam cum se utilem cclcris 
cHicit, commune agil negotium.* Scncca, Dia]« V 1 I 1 « 3 (5)* 

Ka6' iftpov Aoyou iiTTiy olKnoTaroy dyOpofitcSy C<Toy cu woitjT^oy 
avToi/s Hal dyfHTioy, hfarcus Antoninus, Comm* V. 30 . 

With these wc may compare the following passages from Cicero, quoted 
by Fritssebe on Aristotle's Llh. Kic« VilL 11 (7): 

*Sic cnim miht perspicerc videor, ita natos esse nos, ut mter omnes csset 
societas quaedam.' Cic. 1 ^ 1 . V« 19. ^ Mcminerimus autem, ctiam adversus 

infimos justitiam esse servandam/ Cic. Off. 1 . 13, 41. 

^ The words i^Xayffpoftrta, ^ptXayfipoHror, &c., arc not uncommonly employed 
by Attic writers, as the student will find on consulting any Greek lexicon. As to 
the sentiment itself, the following passages will supply favourable illustrations: 

^uan T* iywa^x^^^ four# (sc« ^rAia) wpdf rd ytytyyrjfiiyoy yiyyyaayrt 
{^Hal npdt rd yiyy^aay yivy^Ofyn^f ov p 6 ycy iy dy$p^oif, dXAd hoI iy 
CppiCi Hol TOit vKiiarots rwy nai roU i^oiOyia npit dAAi^Xa, xal pdAiora 

rott iyOpd/woit, o 0 €y rovt ^XayBpu/novt Inatyovfity. Hot V Ay ns nai ly rats 
vXayats wt otn^ioy dvas dyOpo/ncs dy$pd/n^ kqI £th« Nic. VIIL 1 (3). 

p ^iy oty iovXoSf oOh fan ^Aia vpifs ain^y^ ^ i‘ dy$panfor ioKU ydp iTvai 
Ti diHQtoy nayrl dyOpdiw^ vp6s v6yra rdy Svydfityoy HOiya/yrjaoA y6^oy kqI 
oify0ijHrfs‘ Hal ^tAior 6^, naO* oooy dy$pa/nof. Vlll. Il ( 7 )* 

K4v SovXqs j 7 rif, capna ri^y aOrify fx**‘ 

^va 4 t ydp oCSilt SovAor iyty^fj worf* 

^ 8* av TVX9 78 cSjfia MtiiovXiiaaro, 

Philemon, fragm. fab* inc. XXXIX. 
(Quoted by Fritzsche in illustration of the last passage). 

In the Repablic, Plato, while commending humanity and moderation to 
the Greek states in their wars with each other, appears quite unconscious that 
there are any duties whatever towards barbarians* Sec Rep. V. 469*7 1. 
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advance pari passu with the sympathies entertained by 
men towards one another. But its extension to the brute 
creation requires, perhaps, to be separately accounted for. 
Hitherto I have said nothing of the slave, but it is plain 
that his introduction into the family would be the occasion 
of largely developing the feeling elicited by a conscious- 
ness of protection on the one hand and the feeling cor- 
responding to obedience on the other. Of other feelings 
I say nothing at present, for it must be remembered that, 
at this stage, we arc only concerned with the brighter 
side of the picture. Now the slave seems to form a natural 
link between the related members of the family on the 
one hand and the domestic animals on the other. When, 
therefore, the feeling of sympathy had once attached itself 
to the slave, it would, by a natural process of association, 
be extended to the domestic animals. Where this link 
was wanting, the extension of sympathy from the human 
members of the household might still take place, but it 
would probably be slower and more capricious. The 
extension of sympathy, and consequently of humanity, 
from our own domestic animals to those of others, and 
from domestic animals to wild animals, would require a 
long lapse of time and is even still but very imperfectly 
accomplished. 

Hitherto, we have looked only at the bright side of 
the picture. We have considered sympathy as con- 
tinuously developing itself in correspondence with the 
new relations into which mankind is brought, without 
taking into account the checks which it may receive from 
counteracting forces. To this task, however, I must now 
proceed. Not only do the various sympathies often in- 
terfere with each other, but they frequently come into 
collision with antipathies, which antipathies are themselves 
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occasioned by resentment springing from real, fancied, 
or apprehended hurt. There is always, moreover, the 
opposition between self-love in its manifold forms and 
the sympathetic affections. From the very earliest times 
there can be no doubt that all these three classes of checks 
have been operative. Even in the family, each individual 
has his own separate interests as well as his family- 
interests ; there is always a danger lest the father .should 
become tyrannical, the children rebellious, lest the mother 
should be partial, the sons quarrelsome and jealous. The 
more complex the relations of the family, and the more 
numerous the individuals of whom it is composed, the 
more are these dangers aggravated. It is only because 
the power of sympathy is so strong, that it usually sur- 
mounts these obstacles, and that the normal relations of 

4 

the family arc harmonious instead of hostile. 

It may be of use to consider, in a few instances, the 
retarding influences which arc frequently at work in an 
early condition of society. 

From the very constitution of the family, when existing 
in its isolated state, the father must be absolutely supreme 
over the other members of the household. There is no 
external authority to check him, and a rebellion within the 
household itself would only substitute one absolute head 
for another. It is plain that these circumstances are not 
unlikely to dcvclope a tyrannical disposition in the father, 
and that mere fear, sometimes deepening into hatred, will. 
In that case, almost certainly take the place of reverence 
in the subject members of the family. As society multi- 
plies, these antagonistic feelings are likely to be aggravated 
by the observation of other families living under more 
favourable conditions, till at last the paternal form of 
government becomes intolerable and the absolute authority 
of the father is subordinated to that of the head of the clan 
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or the state. But, though the sympathetic feelings within 
the family circle are often thus perverted, this very circum- 
stance often contributes to the formation or consolidation 
of a wider union. The son, discontented with his position 
at home, looks for reparation to the state, and his recogni- 
tion as a citizen must ultimately lead to his emancipation 
as a member of the family. Indeed his political activities 
arc stimulated by the very fact of domestic repression. 
Thus, at Rome, where the patria potestas still lingered on 
in a more or less modified form to the fall of the empire, 
it was often practically a dead letter in consequence of the 
civil or military position of the son in the statek While, 
then, the tyrannical temper or tyrannical acts of the father 
would undoubtedly have a dissociating effect within the 
family itself, they might, for that very reason, contribute 
indirectly to the consolidation of the larger aggregate 
Had the mutual relations of the members of the family 
been in all cases unexceptionable, the political union 
would probably never have been accomplished so perfectly 
as has actually been the case. 

Family Pride, on the other hand, while it consolidates the 
family, is frequently a serious obstacle to political unity. 
Still more is this the case with Pride of Class or Caste, a 
noxious feeling which, at least in its later forms, possesses 
hardly any redeeming features. Men have often been 
found who would hazard the disruption of the common- 
wealth, rather than part with exclusive and invidious 
privileges ; even in the quietest times, there is probably no 
one cause which acts more perniciously in the way of 
drying up the natural sympathy of man with man, which 
produces more bitterness of feeling, or which more effectu- 

* The reader will find an excellent account of the Patria Potestas in the 

history of which there are many gaps, by referring to Maine’s Ancient Uw 
ch. V. * 
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ally prevents community of action for the attainment of 
the common good. 

Amongst the causes which have retarded the growth of 
the sympathetic affections, and arrested the domestic and 
political effects which result from them, an important 
place must be assigned to Polygamy. By dispersing over 
a number of distinct wives and distinct progenies the 
affection which would otherwise be concentrated on one 
wife and one progeny, it, in most cases, prcvcnt.s the 
sympathetic feelings of the father from ever assuming a 
sufficiently intense form ; another effect, moreover, which 
is almost inevitable is the creation of jealousies and the 
fostering of a mean spirit of intrigue between the different 
wives and their different families. If, then, as Sir John Lub- 
bock’ and others imagine, Polygamy was almost universal 
in the early history of mankind, the advance to Monogamy 
was a definite and important stage in human progress. 

It is, perhaps, unnecessary to give any further instances 
of the circumstances which have retarded or counteracted 
the normal development of sympathy, as the reader will 
easily supply them for himself. Thus, as family pride 
stands in the way of patriotism, patriotism itself frequently 
stands in the way of philanthropy, and, on the other hand, 
a disproportionately developed feeling of philanthropy will 
often prevent a man from discharging his more immediate 
duties to his family, his friends, and his neighbours. In the.se 
and similar cases, the only remedy is the maintenance of a 
due proportion among our affections, which can only be 
effected by taking a wide view of our various relations to 
the various sections of the society in which we move, by 
carefully observing the consequences of our acts, and by 
strictly subordinating all our feelings to the control of 
reason. 

‘ Lubbock oo the Ori^n of CivilizatioD, ch. 3. 
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To enable men to carry out this discipline, as it may be 
called, of the affections, it is, from the nature of the case, 
impossible to give precise rules. It may, however, be 
remarked that it is even still the tendency of mankind to 
dcvclo{)c the narrower sympathies at the expense of the 
wider. That this class of sympathies should be proportion- 
ately more intense, there can, of course, be no question ; but 
it may be doubted whether we have yet arrived at the 
stage of human progress at which, except in rare instances, 
philanthropy, humanity, and the wider interests and 
sympathies generally, have received their due development 
even amongst civilised and cultivated men. 

The obstacles to the operation and development of any 
particular form of sympathy have already been classified 
as due either to self-love or to antipathies or to rival 
sympathies. But, though from one point of view these 
may be regarded as obstacles, they are, on the other hand, 
necesary agents in the education of sympathy. It is plain 
that any one form of sympathy, if it were not checked by 
the growth of any other forms, might become inordinately 
and perniciously developed ; it is plain too that a man who 
had no antipathies, who never felt resentment, would present 
an inexpressibly weak type of character and would be unable 
to protect cither himself or his friends from the most out- 
rageous injustice ; and, lastly, on the slightest reflexion it 
will be seen that a certain amount of self-love is absolutely 
ncce.ssary to the maintenance of our very existence. The 
relations of these various forces can only be compared by 
reason, observing and reflecting on their consequences. 

To consider these points somewhat more at length. 
Any one form of sympathy may become utterly pernicious, 
if not duly coordinated with and checked by other forms. 
Thus, to take a familiar case, a mother may have a 
favourite child, and may be so passionately attached to 
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him, as to neglect her other children, and to ruin, by her 
irrational conduct, the unfortunate object of her attach- 
ment. Again, a man may be so entirely devoted to his 
family as to have no public spirit, or, on the other hand, 
so taken up with public affairs, as to neglect his more 
immediate concerns ; or, to take one more instance, family, 
class, or caste pride may have taken such complete posses- 
sion of a man as to make him utterly neglectful arid 
unsympathetic towards those beyond his own circle. 
Now, in all these and similar cases, there is, so to speak, 
an excessive outflow of sympathy in one direction, causing 
a deficiency of the supply in other channels. And this 
disproportion is itself due to the absence cither of 
imagination or of reflexion, that is to say, either of the 
power of entering mentally into the circumstances of 
others or of the power of comparing those circumstances 
and of estimating relatively the respective claim.s on our 
sympathy and good offices. It is, then, in intellectual 
discipline, in expanding the imagination and cultivating 
the reason, that we must rest our best hopes of rectifying 
those disproportional sympathies which arc the cause of 
so much real suffering both in domestic and in national 
life. Let a man try to throw himself into the circum- 
stances of others, to view things as they view them, and to 
feel as they feel, and he can hardly be guilty of those little 
acts of unkindness or those gross acts of injustice wliich 
usually mark the career of men of narrow intellects, of 
confined imaginations, and of partial sympathies. 

It is almost impossible to quit this branch of the subject 
without alluding to the mischievous tendencies of religious 
and political fanaticism. The true fanatic is a man who 
can sympathise with no one whose opinions do not coin- 
cide with his own. From a deficiency of imagination, 
he is unable to enter into the views of his antagonists, or 
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even of those who hold aloof from his aims or party; 
and hence, mistrusting their sincerity, he begins by as- 
cribing to them evil motives, and usually ends in cordially 
detesting them, if not in actively planning their exter- 
mination. Here, again, the true remedy is a wise education 
of the imagination and the reason. The sympathy that 
is concentrated on one's own party or sect requires to be 
partially diverted to those whose convictions differ from 
our own. We may still believe that they are in error, and, 
consequently, our sympathy with them cannot be so com- 
plete as it might otherwise be, but it need not, on that 
account, be altogether dried up. 

Still, however, it must be confessed that there are justi- 
fiable antipathies. When, after making all due allowances 
for circumstances, we conclude that, to the best of our 
belief, a mans motives are base and his acts pernicious, we 
should be singularly deficient in moral sentiment if we 
felt no antipathy towards his person. Resentment to- 
waids the evil-doer is, as will be made plain in the 
next chapter, an essential part of our moral nature. 
Our sympathies, therefore, require to be checked by 
justifiable antipathies. To sympathise with the criminal, 
to the extent, at least, of condoning or unduly palliating 
his crime, to shield the oppressor, the calumniator, or 
the secret foe would plainly be to contribute to the 
disorganisation of society. Even here, however, there is 
a point beyond which our antipathies must not carry us. 
We must never forget that the object of our resentment 
is a human being, even if he be bound to us by no closer 
ties. Moreover, in almost every case which excites our 
resentment, there are, if we could only discover them, 
extenuating circumstances to be taken into account 
What allowance we shall make for these circumstances, 
how far we shall carry our resentment, and what pro- 
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portion we shall endeavour to maintain between our 
sympathies and our antipathies, can only be determined, 
as in the former case of the opposition between rival 
sympathies, by a well-regulated intellect carefully taking 
account of all the circumstances attendant on each in- 
dividual case, and carefully tracing the consequences of 
all our acts. When an intellectual habit of this kind has 
once been formed, the feelings may be said to be under 
the control of the reason. 

That the sympathetic feelings must, to some extent, be 
checked by the self-regarding feelings hardly needs to be 
insisted upon. The precise extent, however, to which we 
should forego our own interests for the sake of others, or, 
what comes to the same thing, forward the interests of 
others at the expense of our own, is often, even to those 
who arc thoroughly desirous of doing what is right, a 
question of extreme difficulty. It can only be answered 
correctly, where the sympathetic affections arc duly de- 
veloped, and where, as in the instances already discussed, 
the intellect has been carefully trained in the consideration 
of individual circumstances, and has acquired the power 
of rapidly tracing the manifold results of our actions. 
That, in the great majority of cases, even well-intentioned 
men are likely to care too little for others, wherever the 
interests of their neighbours clash with their own, is a 
remark which it may perhaps appear superfluous to make. 
It may not, however, be equally superfluous to suggest 
that this defect is, to a great extent, due to the peculiar 
vividness with which we realise the circumstances in which 
we are ourselves placed, and the corresponding difficulty 
which we experience in throwing ourselves into the cir- 
cumstances of others. 

III. I may now proceed to enumerate the various forms 
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under which .sympathy presents itself, and then to explain 
\ arious terms which are appropriated to express sympathetic 
affections. The terms Sympathy and FcUoiv-Fccling, as 
already noticed, arc used in a general sense, for expressing 
alike any act of the mind by which we enter into the joys 
or sorrows of others, though they arc often also used in 
the restricted sense of entering into the sorrows of others 
only. To the act of 'rejoicing with others' there is no 
single term appropriated, and that, perhaps, for the reason 
suggested by Bishop Butler, that the feeling itself is com- 
paratively rarch The outward expression of the feeling 
is, liowcvcr, known as congratulation. That feeling by 
which we enter into the sorrows of others is, omitting the 
generic terms of sympathy and fellow-feeling, variously 
known as compassion, pity, and commiseration. Its outward 
expression is somewhat inadequately represented by the 
term condolence. The three terms which represent the 
feeling itself are not exactly synonymous, ///j expressing, 
perhaps, a more intense feeling than compassion, and com- 
miseration than pity, while both these last terms seem to 
imply, more even than is the case with compassion, a 
consciousness of superiority to the person who is the 
object of the sympathy. The common use of the generic 
term, sympathy, in the specific sense of compassion, may 
be accounted for from the fact that there seems to be no 
assumption of superiority in saying that we sympathise 
with a man, whereas this idea is always more or less in- 

• ' Of these two, delight in the prosperity of others, and compassion for their 
distresses, the last is felt much more generally than the former. Though men 
do not universally rejoice with all whom they see rejoice, yet. accidental 
obstacles removed, they naturally compassionate all in some degree whom they 
see in distress : so far as they have any real perception or sense of that distress : 
insomuch that words expressing this latter, pity, compassion, frequently occur, 
whereas we have scarce any single one by which the former U distinctly 
expressed/ Sermon V> Upon Compassion* 
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volved in, or, at least, may be attached to, the expres- 
sions that we compassionate, pity, or commiserate 
him. 

Good- Will and Benevolence arc terms cocxtcnsi\ c with 
Sympathy. They express, however, not the act of entering 
into the feelings of others, which is the meaning of that 
term when employed in its stricter sense, but the subse- 
quent disposition to assist the object of sympathy, whether 
in the way of positively increasing his happiness or of 
relieving his pains. When this disposition passes into 
action, Good-Will or Benevolence becomes Beneficence. 
When Beneficence implies considerable self-denial, it is 
called Generosity., though this term is also applied to the 
disposition to make such sacrifices. 

A peculiar openness to the feeling of compa.ssion is 
frequently called Sensibility. 

Compassion, when it pa.sses into action, and is exercised 
in favour of a person who has no claim to our sympathy, 
or, at least, who has no claim to the extent to which the 
compassion is exercised, is called Mercy. Thus, to spare 
a prisoner taken in war was formerly called an act of 
mercy, and a judge who passes lenient sentences is often 
called a merciful judge. Not to exact our full rights in a 
pecuniary transaction, to refrain from retaliating on a 
person who has offended us or from punishing a person 
who has injured us, and to decline to prosecute a criminal 
arc often also called acts of mercy. It requires little re- 
flexion to sec that, in many of these cases, the mercy may 
be entirely misplaced, and that the results of such mis- 
placed mercy may be highly pernicious. To decline to 
prosecute or to give information against a criminal, or to 
pass sentences which arc inadequate to restrain men from 
crime, is, in fact, simply to transfer the punishment from 
the guilty to the innocent members of society, and, 
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generally speaking, to intensify the punishment in the 
transfer. 

‘Mercy but murders, pardoning those that kill*.’ 

And, even in foregoing our own rights, it is often 
necessary to consider to what extent we are bringing into 
jeopard)’ the rights of others. A man of good property, 
or with few calls on his purse, will often waive pecuniary 
rights, the loss of which may entail considerable suffering 
on his neighbours or successors. Again, to exact no 
penalt)’ from those who have injured or insulted us would 
often be simply to encourage insolence or vice. 

The question, then, seems to arise whether mercy, in 
the sense in which I have understood it, is ever a com- 
mendable quality. That it is actually praised there can 
be no doubt ; to be merciful being usually regarded as 
a peculiarly amiable characteristic. Is there, then, no 
ground for this popular estimation? Notwithstanding the 
contrary opinion expressed by Kant 2, it appears to me 
that the feeling is, in many cases, justifiable and even 
commendable. To refrain from insisting on our full rights, 
when such abstention is attended with no injury, direct 
or indirect, to others, is surely a lovely and praiseworthy, 
rather than an ‘offensive’ act, and the disposition from 
which it springs must contribute to the advantage rather 
than to the detriment of mankind. Thus, to excuse a 
payment to a poor man, where such exemption is not likely 

' Romeo and Juliet, Act III. Sc. i. 

’ ‘There is likewise an offensive (bcleidigendc) variety of this pity called 
Mercy (Barmherzigkeit), by which is meant that kind of benevolence shown to 
the unworthy: but such an expression of benevolence ought never to take place 
betwixt man and man, no one being entiUed to boast of his worthiness to be 
happy.' Metaphysische Anfang^iinde der Tngcndlehre, § 34 (Semple’s 
Translation of the Metiphysic of Ethics, p. 266). This passage affords one 
amongst many instances of Kant’s systematic depreciation of the affections 
in the moral conduct of life. The definition of mercy as ‘benevolence shown 
to the unworthy ’ is one which, to a great extent, begs the question at issue. 
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to form an injurious precedent, to suppress information 
which would lower a man in the estimation of other persons 
and subserve no useful purpose to society, to refrain from 
pushing an advantage against an enemy even where he would 
have no right to complain if we did so, are surely not only 
evidences of an amiable disposition but acts which tend 
to make life happier and sweeter than it would otherwise 
be. The frequent repetition of what was at one time 
regarded as an extraordinary act of mercy, sparing the 
life of an enemy captured in war, undoubtedly gave rise, 
though passing through the intermediate stage of en- 
slavement, to the more humane practices of modem warfare. 
In the ordinary intercourse of life, there are numberless 
cases in which to insist strictly on our rights would render 
existence harsh and disagreeable, while a generous rivalry 
to forego them constitutes the charm of society. These 
can hardly be called acts of mercy, but, under the names 
of kindness and courtesy^ ^ they are in the lesser morals what 
mercy is in the greater. 

The reason, perhaps, why even too great a value has 
usually been attached to mercy, is that men have looked 
too exclusively to the amiable character of the feeling, 
without suf?iciently taking into account the pernicious 
consequences to which its indiscriminate and unintelligent 
exercise frequently gives rise. Another reason also may 
be found in the imperfect ideas of justice which were often 
formerly entertained. The harsh views of justice which 
at one time prevailed often led men to contrast justice and 
mercy, where now the ‘act of mercy’ would simply be 
regarded as an ‘act of justice.’ 

‘ Of these two, kindness is rather a positive, coartesy rather n negative 
virtue. Though the two terms arc often used wilbont observing any definite 
line of demarcation, kindtuss may be defined as a disposition to confer benefits, 
eouriety as a disposition to waive rights; both having reference to the minor 
circumstances of life. 

H 
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Returning to the generic feeling of sympathy, it assumes 
various manifestations according to the intensity of the 
sentiment, and the nature and range of the persons to- 
wards whom it is directed. Love. Affection. Attachment. 
Regard seem all to denote, in diminishing degrees, in- 
tensified forms of sympathy, and they all, and especially 
the two former, and still more especially the first, seem 
to be limited in their range to a small number of persons. 
Love and affection imply intimacy ; attachment and regard 
at least some knowledge of the persons towards whom 
they arc entertained. To discriminate more closely be- 
tween these terms, the limits between which are very 
indistinctly marked, would carry me beyond my present 
purpose. Friendship may, without entering into niceties, 
be defined as a consciously reciprocated affection between 
equals. The fraternal relation, when in its normal condition, 
is the type of the relation between friends, but the feeling 
which corresponds with that relation is usually called love 
and not friendship. In both love and friendship, the 
object of the affection seems to be permanently regarded 
as a sort of a\Aos avroy another self, and this character- 
istic may perhaps be taken as distinguishing these two 
feelings from all others. Gratitude may be defined as 
an attachment towards those who have conferred benefits 
upon us, with a disposition to return those benefits, if the 
opportunity shall occur. 

Of all these feelings, it may be remarked that they may 
exist in undue proportion, either with respect to each other 
or with respect to the other feelings of our nature. Thus, 
love, as felt towards one person or a small circle of persons, 
may be so intense as to dry up all the other sympathetic 


» ion -tkp 6 0/Aor AkXos aMt. Eth. Nic. IX. 4 (5V 
tr*pot ydp aiiris 6 t^Kos iariy. Id. IX. 9 (10). 
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affections ; or friendship may lead us to overlook the claims 
of gratitude ; or, though this is a rare case, our concern for 
others may prevent us from having a due regard to our 
own interests. There would be few more valuable results 
of a moral education than the production of a due balance 
of the sympathetic affections. If the affections arc capable 
of cultivation, as they undoubtedly are, they might surely 
be cultivated in some fixed order and in some definite 
relation to each other. 

Amongst less intensified forms of sympathy, are those 
which are entertained towards persons of the same pro- 
fession, rank, &c,, or those of the same neighbourhood, race, 
or country. Of these it may be remarked that, though 
the feeling towards any given individual of the class may 
be very weak, the feeling towards the whole aggregate, 
and towards the various objects associated with that 
aggregate, may be intensely strong. Thus, though a 
person may entertain little sympathy towards many in- 
dividuals of the same profession, rank, or country as 
himself, he may have an intense feeling of class or casfe, 
or be actuated by intense patriotism^. The feeling, in 
these cases, is directed not only towards an aggregate 
of persons now existing, but towards a succession of per- 
sons past and to come, and is associated, at least in the 
case of patriotism, with innumerable scenes and traditions, 
with innumerable laws, customs, and institutions, with 
innumerable hopes, fears, and aspirations. Hence feelings 
of this kind may rise to almost any pitch of enthusiasm. 
It may be added that party-zeal is a feeling of this 
description. 

These feelings are abused when they unduly interfere 
with the action of wider sympathies, as, for instance, when 

' Oo these feelings the reader will recall some remarks in an earlier part 
of the Chapter. See pp. 83> 84, 88. 
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the feeling of class or caste (which is, at all times, a feeling 
of questionable propriety) or party-zeal tends to check 
the spirit of patriotism, or when the spirit of patriotism 
itself interferes unduly with those wider manifestations 
of sympathy which I now proceed to note. 

Sympathy in its most extended form becomes Philan- 
thropy or Humauity. Philanthropy is sympathy with 
mankind as men, and not on account of any narrower 
bonds of union ; Humanity extends even to the brute 
creation. Philanthropy is both a positive and a negative 
virtue ; it attempts to promote happiness as well as to 
alleviate misery: Humanity simply shrinks from inflicting 
pain, or attempts to relieve pain already inflicted. To Phi- 
lanthropy is opposed Misanthropy, to Humanity Cruelty. 
It should be noticed, however, that Misanthropy is seldom 
inclined to perpetrate actual mischief ; it usually contents 
itself with standing aloof from human affairs. 

Philanthropy and Humanity, though the most diluted 
forms of sympathy, may often glow intensely in persons 
of peculiarly vivid imaginations or peculiarly susceptible 
feelings. The extent of their range compensates for the 
want of special interest in the individual objects of sym- 
pathy, which is often one of their characteristics. 

These wider feelings become, at least to that extent, 
a source of evil when they unduly dwarf the more special 
sympathies, or when they interfere unduly with the conduct 
of a man’s own life. Such abuses, however, are of com- 
paratively rare occurrence. 

There are many other manifestations of sympathy be- 
sides those already enumerated, falling mainly within the 
scope of the minor morals, and not seeming to require 
any specific treatment. Such are Amiability, Sociality or 
Sociability (the opposite of which, to borrow a term from 
Kant, may be called Anthropop/ioby), Geniality, Affability, 
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Friendliness. The possession of these qualities, though it 
does not make a man virtuous, tends to make him cheerful 
and happy, and to diffuse cheerfulness and happiness 
amongst those around him. Their absence, on the con- 
trary, though it does not constitute him vicious, is often 
the source of much unhappiness to a man s self, and renders 
him a gloomy and unwelcome companion. 

There are certain mixed feelings of which it may be 
convenient to speak in this place — namely Respect, Ad- 
miration, Awe, Reverence. Respect may, perhaps, be briefly 
defined as the feeling which we entertain towards a person 
whose general conduct and character we approve. But, 
as, in forming such a judgment, we must almost inevitably 
put ourselves in his place and ask ourselves what judgment 
we should have passed upon our own conduct or character, 
had it been the same as his, the feeling of sympathy is 
evidently a principal constituent of that of respect. This 
feeling may, in fact, be regarded as a combination of 
sympathy and approbation. When we feel that a person s 
conduct is such as we could ourselves only be capable of m 
our best moments, or such, perhaps, as we could rather 
wish ourselves capable of than feel any confidence in our 
power to imitate, the feeling of respect rises into that of 
Admiration. This term, it may be noticed in passing, 
is much more frequently applied to single acts than is the 
term Respect. Awe seems to be an admixture of fear 
with respect or admiration. The two terms Awe and 
Admiration are frequently applied to inanimate objects, as 
to a stupendous mountain or the starry heavens, but, when 
so applied, they seem invariably to be associated with those 
feelings with which they are applied to the conduct or 
actions of men. Reverence or Veneration (a somewhat 
feeble synonym) appears to be a combination of love and 
awe, or, if we resolve the last feeling into its constituent 
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elements, of love, admiration, and fear. Like the kindred 
feeling of love, it seems to be necessarily confined to a 
small number of objects. A man may reverence God, his 
father, his leader, his instructor, but, if the term be at all 
widely applied, it seems to be proportionally stripped of 
its significance. 

Loyalty, when the word is used absolutely, that is, without 
any qualification, may be defined as the feeling of reverence 
entertained towards the sovereign ruler or chief representa- 
tive of a state. When it is not regarded as directed to 
a person, the term seems to be always qualified, as when 
wc speak of 'loyalty to his cause,' ‘loyalty to the insti- 
tutions of the state,’ &c. 

The general abuses of sympathy arc Misplaced Sympathy 
and Perverted Sympathy. Misplaced Sympathy is sympathy 
with an unworthy object, or with a worthy object to an 
exaggerated degree. And of such sympathies it may be 
remarked that they are usually at the expense of more 
worthy and legitimate objects. The feeling is often not 
extended but transferred. This is, however, not invariably 
the case, and many of those who feel an exaggerated 
sympathy even for unworthy objects are by no means 
deficient in those sympathies which seem to be rightfully 
due from them. Under the head of Pcrzvrtcd Sympathy 
seems to fall that gratuitous interest in the affairs of others 
which, taking the forms of impertinent curiosity, impertinent 
interference, and the disposition to give unsolicited advice, 
is often the occasion of real, though usually disguised, pain 
to Its objects. It may appropriately be called a perversion 
of sympathy ; for it generally takes its rise in kindly feeling, 
though, in its ultimate result, it has a tendency to become 
pure curiosity and meddlesomeness. 

We often use the word sympathy of a fellow-feeling with 
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a man's general character rather than with his particular 
pleasures and pains. Opposed to Sympathy, in this sense 
of the word, is Antipathy. As the one feeling brings us 
into union with our fellows, so the other tends to separate 
us from them. As sympathy is a perception of community 
of nature, so antipathy is a perception of non-community, 
or rather of opposition, of natures. Like sympathy, anti- 
pathy assumes a variety of forms, antipathy to those of 
a different family, antipathy to those of a different 
race or nation or colour, antipathy to those of a dif- 
ferent occupation or to rivals in the same occupation, 
antipathy to those of different tastes or opinions or to those 
of a different religion or a different party or a different 
grade in society. But antipathy, unlike sympathy, is not 
an original principle of human nature ; it is founded in 
resentment, for an antipathy is always, in the first instance, 
excited by the idea of injury or harm, or of something 
associated with injury or harm, even though that injury or 
harm be, as it so frequently is, only of an imaginary 
character. Hence, this feeling will be more appropriately 
treated in the chapter on Resentment than in this place. 
It may, however, be remarked that our antipathies are by 
no means so common as our sympathies, and that, as 
education tends to enlarge our sympathies, so it tends 
to diminish our antipathies. 

Midway between sympathy and antipathy comes Indiffer- 
ence, but it may be questioned whether we are ever really 
indifferent towards persons of whom we have any know- 
ledge. They soon become objects either of antipathy, or, 
as is much more frequently the case, of sympathy. And, 
jvith respect to particular pleasures and pains, it is difficult 
to suppose that we can ever witness them with absolute 
indifference. Our natural impulse is to sympathise with 
them. If we do not do so, we probably feel pleasure in our 



104 


SYMPA THETIC FEELINGS. 


neighbours pains, and pain at his pleasures, this reversal 
of the natural order being due to the feeling of resentment 

entertained, either consciously or unconsciously, towards 
him. 

We remarked at the close of the last chapter that the 

highest form of self-regard was self-respect, a regard for 

our moral character and fear to do anything to weaken 

or impair it. Similarly, the highest form of sympathy 

shews itself in respect for others and fear to do anything 

that can weaken or impair true self-respect in them. He 

who is penetrated by this feeling for others, will do all in 

his power to enable and encourage them to form habits of 

self-dependence and dispense with that direct assistance 

which in earlier ages seems to have been regarded as the 

sum of charity. At this point the two great relative 

virtues of benevolence and justice seem to coalesce, and 

the highest and most unselfish benevolence takes the form 
of justice. 



CHAPTER III. 


On the Resentful Feelings. 


Nattire, origin, and necessity of the feeling of Resentment. Its various forms. 
Its enlightenment in the individual and in Society. Growth of a Sense 
of Justice. Nature of Justice and Injustice. Wrong, Right, Duty, 
Obligation, Sanction. Crime, Sin, jcc. defined. Relation of Morality and 
Law. Virtue of Veracity. 

The principles of human nature which came under ex- 
amination in the last chapter have all an obvious tendency 
to strengthen the bonds of society. They are, in fact, but 
various forms of benevolence or sympathy. But we are 
now about to examine a principle, the tendency of which, 
at first sight, is to dissociate rather than to associate men, 
to break up society rather than to hold it together. This 
principle is called by various names, — Anger, Indigna- 
tion, Resentment, Passion. The term Resentment is here 
selected, as being, perhaps, of all these synonyms, the most 
neutral in its ethical signification. We blame a man, 
indeed, when we speak of him as being unduly resentful, 
but, when the term Resentment is used without any qualifi- 
cation, we appear to speak of a principle which, in itself, 
is neither virtuous nor vicious, and which depends entirely 
for its ethical character on the circumstances under which 
it is exerted, and the degree to which it is carried. 
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When we feel angry or indignant, or, in other words, 
experience the feeling of resentment, it is always because 
we conceive that either we ourselves or those in whom we 
take an interest have been the victims of hurt or injury. 
These words, hurt and injury., are not synonymous, and, 
for the purposes of this discussion, require to be carefully 
distinguished. Hurt is simply the infliction of pain. An 
Injury is a particular kind of hurt. It must, in the first 
place, be inflicted either intentionally or through some in- 
advertence which, with due care, might have been avoided, 
and for which, therefore, the person committing the injury 
may reasonably be held to be responsible ; in the second 
place, it must either be unprovoked, or, at least, exceed the 
provocation given ; lastly, it must be inflicted on some 
assignable person or persons and without the consent of 
the person or persons injured, points which must at present 
be taken for granted, but to which I shall recur hereafter 
in my treatment of Justice. An Injury, then, may be 
briefly defined as a hurt inflicted on some assignable person 
or persons either intentionally or through avoidable in- 
advertence, without the consent of the person or persons 
on whom the hurt is inflicted, and either without provoca- 
tion or with insufficient provocation'. To take instances, 
a stone or a brute animal may hurt me, but it cannot 
properly be said to injure me, or to commit an injury or 

* See Austin’s Lectures on Jurisprudence, Lectures XXIV, V. 

* Intention or Inadvertence is a necessary ingredient in injury or wrong.* 

'Consequently, injury or wrong supposes unlawful intention, or one of those 

modes of unlawful inadvertetue which are styled negligence, heedlessness, 
and rashness. For unless the party knew that he was violating his duty, 
or unless he might have known that he was violating his duty, the sanction 
could not operate, at the moment of the wrong, to the end of impelling him 
to the act which the Law enjoins, or of deterring him from the act which 
the Law forbids.’ Lecture XXV. 

I have avoided the use of the word * unlawful,’ because I am here engaged 
with a question of Ethics and not with a question of Jurisprudence. 
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injustice. Again, a criminal execution is a hurt, but not 
an injury. An assault, a slander, or a theft, on the other 
hand, is both a hurt and an injury. If I lose money en- 
trusted to me through negligence or speculation, I commit 
an injury, and may, under certain circumstances, be made 
to restore it or be punished for a malversation of trust ; 
but if it be lo.st without any fault on my part, as by a fire 
or a robbery, a hurt is certainly inflicted on the owner, but 
I cannot be held to have injured him. 

Now resentment, I have said, is excited cither by simple 
hurt or by injury; both these causes, under the existing 
circumstances of human nature, being eflcctive in pro- 
ducing it. We often sec men exhibiting resentment, when 
they have been the victims of mere hurt as distinguished 
from injury' ; as, for instance, when they have been struck 
by an inanimate object, or when tlicy have lost their mone)' 
through a mi.sadvcnturc, as a shipwreck or the explosion 
of a mine, for which no individual person could rcasonabl)* 
be blamed. But it will be seen, when they come to reflect, 
that, in these cases, resentment serves no purpose. The 
fear of resentment, had even the resentment been foreseen, 
could not have prevented the infliction of the hurt, nor is 
it likely to have any effect in preventing similar hurts for 
the future. But, when a feeling is itself of a painful nature, 
and has a tendency to lead to the infliction of pain on 
others, as is the case with resentment, both prudence and 
benevolence dictate its repression, unless, in its ultimate 
effects, it be likely to produce a balance of good. This 
condition, as we have seen, is not satisfied in the case of 
resentment against mere hurt, and, consequently, the feel- 
ing is productive solely of pain, certainly to a man s self, 
and probably also to others. With the growth of intelli- 
gence, therefore, and with the increasing enlightenment of 
the feelings, it is invariably found that men exhibit less 
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resentment at merely hurtful acts, and that the feeling 
becomes more and more restricted to acts of injury or 
injustice ^ 

I shall offer hereafter some historical illustrations of the 
fact just noticed. 

Confining ourselves, then, to resentment against injury 
proper, a very slight amount of reflexion will be sufficient 
to shew that this principle, when duly controlled, is so far 
from being inimical to the interests of society, that it is 
absolutely essential to its existence. Suppose a state of 
things in which injuries were inflicted without exciting any 
resentment, or, at least (to draw a distinction which will be 
explained presently), without entailing any requital ; the 
lives and properties of men would simply be handed over 
at discretion to those who had the greatest capacity and 
will for mischief. Rapine, assault, and murder would 
become so universal, that, at last, there would be left no 
victims on which they could be exercised. Imagination 
fails to depict the utter chaos to which, on this strange 
supposition, mankind would be reduced. 

But it may be objected that the beneficial effects which 
are due to resentment might be equally well produced, 
and that without any alloy of evil, by the action of cool 
self-love and rational benevolence. Resentment, it may be 
said, is certainly not essential to requital. Men may, on 
reflexion, see that to leave injuries unpunished, or inade- 
quately punished, is to ensure their repetition, and, con- 

‘ The reader will hardly fail to call to mind the distinction drawn by 
Bp. Butler between ‘hasty and sudden' or ‘settled and deliberate’ Resentment. 
The appropriate object of the former is said to be mere harm or hurt as 
distinct from injury, while that of the latter is injury, injustice, or moral wrong. 
See Butler s Sermon on Resentment. It appears to me, however, that hasty 
resentment, which cannot be justified on reflexion, is simply an abuse of 
the principle, and that mere harm, as distinct from injury, is not the ap- 
propriate object of any feeling of human nature, except it be sorrow or 
compassion. 
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sequently, self-love, in their own ease, and benevolence, in 
the case of others, will impel them to the infliction of a 
punishment sufficient to prevent the repetition of the 
offence. But in the present condition of mankind, or in 
any condition which we can reasonably contemplate, is it 
likely that cool self-love and rational benevolence wnll 
operate so quickly and so surely as to enable men to 
dispense altogether wdth the feeling of resentment ? For 
it is, w'e must recollect, an instantaneous feeling, which 
operates immediately on the occurrence of its appropriate 
object. We might almost as reasonably expect men to take 
sufficient nourishment without the promptings of hunger 
and thirst, out of a simple regard to their own w'cll-being, 
as to provide for the prevention of crime without the 
incitement of resentment, or to requite an affront w’ithout 
the occurrence of any angry feeling. The legislator and 
the judge, it is true, act or ought to act purely out of a 
far-seeing regard for the interest of the community; but 
then the legislator and the judge arc exceptionally selected 
out of the mass of society, and have, moreover, to deal 
cither with general rules of conduct, or, at least, w'ith cases 
remote from their individual obscr\-ation. A physician 
might, with constant care and supervision, be able to 
sustain life, even where the appetite was w'holly lost, but 
we could hardly rely on the patient continuing to do so 

himself. 

It must be recollected too that, in the economy of our 
nature, the feeling of resentment is counterbalanced by the 
feeling of compassion, and that, if the one were to be 
eradicated, it would be necessary to eradicate the other 
as well. For, suppose that mankind retained the feeling 
of compassion, but had lost the feeling of resentment ; in 
how many cases, where others were concerned, would 
rational benevolence sufficiently triumph over compassion 
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to ensure the punishment of offenders ? Where we were 
ourselves concerned, it is true that even cool self-love 
might, in most cases, overpower the voice of compassion, 
but, where the wrong was only done to our neighbours, 
pity for the offender, as soon as a punishment was pro- 
posed, would, with the great majority of men, at once 
displace all general regard to the interests of society. 
The indit idual offender and his sufferings under the pro- 
posed punishment would be vividly present to our minds ; 
the persons whose interests would be affected by the com- 
mission of similar crimes in the future would be realised 
only vaguely and indefinitely, and the narrower our ex- 
perience, and the lower our state of education, the more 
would this be the case. It is plain, then, that, if human 
nature is to find room for compassion, it must find room 
also for resentment. Compassion for the offender must be 
corrected by resentment for the offence. 

The following remarks of Bishop Butler are so apposite, 
that I append them at length : 

' Since therefore it is necessary for the very subsistence 
of the world, that injury, injustiee, and cruelty should be 
punished ; and since compassion, which is so natural to 
mankind, would render that execution of justice exceed- 
ingly difficult and uneasy: indignation against vice and 
wickedness is, and may be allowed to be, a balance to that 
weakness of pity, and also to anything else which would 
prevent the necessary methods of severity. Those who 
have never thought upon these subjects may perhaps not 
see the weight of this : but let us suppose a person guilty 
of murder, or any other action of cruelty, and that mankind 
had naturally no indigration against such wickedness and 
the authors of it ; but that everybody was affected towards 
such a criminal in the same way as towards an innocent 
man ; compassion, amongst other things, would render the 
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execution of justice exceedingly painful and difficult, 
and would often quite prevent it. And notwithstanding 
that the principle of benevolence is denied by some, and is 
really in a very low degree, that men are in great measure 
insensible to the happiness of their fellow-creatures ; yet 
they are not insensible to their misery', but are very 
strongly moved with it : insomuch that there plainly is 
occasion for that feeling which is raised by guilt and 
demerit, as a balance to that of compassion. Thus much 
may, I think, justly be allowed to resentment, in the 
strictest way of moral consideration. 

‘ The good influence which this passion has, in fact, upon 
the affairs of the world, is obvious to every one’s notice. 
Men are plainly re.strained from injuring their fellow- 
creatures by fear of their resentment ; and it is very happy 
that they arc so, when they would not be restrained by 
a principle of virtue. And after an injury is done, and 
there is a necessity that the offender should be brought to 
justice ; the cool consideration of reason, that the security 
and peace of society require examples of justice should be 
made, might indeed be sufficient to procure laws to be 
enacted, and sentence passed : but is it that cool reflection 
in the injured person which, for the most part, brings the 
offender to justice ? Or is it not resentment and indigna- 
tion against the injury and the author of it? I am afraid 
there is no doubt which is commonly the case. This, how- 
ever, is to be considered as a good effect, notwithstanding 
it were much to be wished, that men would act from 
a better principle — reason and cool reflection 

Before quitting this branch of my subject, it may be 
remarked that, as resentment against the author of an 
injury to ourselves has its root in self-love, so resentment 
against the author of an injury to our neighbour has its 

' Butler, Sermon VIII. 
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root in sympathy, — sympathy, namely, for the victim of 
the injustice. We are angry, in the one case, at those who 
have been the cause of pain to ourselves, in the other, 
at those who have been the cause of pain to beings with 
whom, to adopt an ordinary but very expressive phrase, we 
have a fellow-feeling. Resentment, without this reflex 
regard to ourselves or others, as the victims of the injury, 
would be impossible. Now, as Resentment seems to be 
the only original principle in human nature which is, even 
in appearance, directed to compassing the ill rather than 
the good of others, it appears to follow from what has just 
been said that there really exists no such thing in man 
(nor, so far as we can obser\-e, even among brute animals) 
as any natural principle of disinterested malevolence. That 
the principle of resentment may be so abused as to become 
directly malevolent cannot be denied, and will be pointed 
out presently. But, in its natural state, it seems simply to 
consist in a painful feeling excited by a supposed hurt or 
injury inflicted upon ourselves or others, with a desire of 
retaliation based upon this feeling. It would hardly, there- 
fore, be an exaggeration to say that resentment is, in the 
one case, only a peculiar form of self-love, in the other, of 
benevolence. 

If the view here taken, that there is originally no such 
thing as disinterested ill-will in one man towards another, 
be correct, some very important practical consequences 
would seem to follow. In the first place, as pure or dis- 
interested malevolence (or what amounts approximately to 
such) is an abuse of a natural feeling, its growth may 
be prevented by a moral education. Again, as increasing 
enlightenment has a tendency to shew the identity of 
a man’s own interests with those of his fellows, it may 
reasonably be hoped that even interested malevolence, so 
far as it is in excess of justifiable resentment, will tend 
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indefinitely to diminish as intelligence advances. It is 
indeed to an improved moral condition of mankind, a state 
in which there shall be far fewer antipathies, jea!ou.sies, and 
divisions of interest than at present, that the hopes of those 
who adv’ocate the diffusion of education should be mainly 
directed. 


Taking the principle as it seems to exist originally in 
human nature, I shall now attempt to trace (i) its abuse, 
( 2 ) its enlightenment, noticing, under either head, the 
various forms which it assumes according to its different 
applications to the circumstances of human life. 

Resentment, I have said, is naturally directed against 

mere hurt as well as injur)’, though on reflexion, that is to 

say, as it becomes enlightened, it ceases to be directed 

against the former, and is directed e.xclusively against the 

latter. In considering the abuse of the natural sentiment, 

however, we must take into account the unreflecting as well 

as the reflecting form of it. Resentment against mere hurt 

is generally excited instantaneously, lasts but for a short 

time, and is usually, though not exclusively, called Auger. 

The very term Anger, unlike Resentment, seems, in most 

cases, to imply some amount of blame, and thus, perhaps, 

affords evidence of the feeling of civilised communities 

against that form of resentment, natural though it be, 

which cannot be justified on reflexion. Now the natural 

feeling of anger may be in excess, or, in other words, may 

be, in various degrees, disproportioned to its object. It 

seems then to obtain the names of Passion, Rage, Fury, all 

of which terms undoubtedly convey a notion of blame, and 

express an abuse, in excess, of the natural sentiment. It 

should be remarked of all the three terms just specified 

that, though they seem to be invariably applied to acts of 

hasty resentment which, on reflexion, are found to be 

I 
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wholly or partially unjustifiable, such hasty resentment 
may be excited by injury as well as hurt, and, where it is 
partially justifiable, must, in fact, be so excited. The term 
Anger, moreover, itself is undoubtedly sometimes applied 
to resentment against injury, and, in these cases, it may be 
wholly or partially justified on reflexion. While, there- 
fore, it would be convenient if this and its kindred expres- 
sions could be confined to resentment against mere hurt, 
it must be remembered that they are extended by usage to 
denote hasty resentment in general, though, perhaps, there 
is a growing tendency to employ them more exclusively in 
the sense I have suggested. 

It may be convenient here to notice two other expres- 
sions, the English term Peevishness, and the Greek term 
XaAtTroTTjy. Peevishness is the habit of constantly com- 
plaining of real or supposed hurts, hurts so small that they 
would hardly attract the attention of persons in an ordin- 
arily healthy frame of mind. To adopt the expressive 
words of Bishop Butler, it is the mark of a ‘ feeble temper, 
and languidly discharges itself upon every thing which 
comes in its way*.’ XaAcworTjs (for which term there is no 


’ The following passage, in which Butler contrasts and ptevishmss, 
is worth quoting : ‘ As to the abuses of anger, which it is to be observed 
may be in all different degrees, the first which occurs is what is commonly 
called passion — to which some men are liable, in the same way as others 
are to the epilepsy, or any sudden particular disorder. This distemper of 
the mind seizes them upon the least occasion in the world, and perpetually 
without any real reason at all ; and by means of it they are plainly, every 
day, every waking hour of their lives, liable and in danger of running into 
the most extravagant outrages. Of a less boisterous, but not of a more 
innocent kind is peevishness ; which I mention with pity, with real pity to 
the unhappy creatures, who, from their inferior station, or other circumstances 
and relations, are obliged to be in the way of, and to serve for a svipply to 
it. Both these, for aught that I can see, are one and the same*‘principle : 
but, as it takes root in minds of difl'erent makes, it appears differently, and 
so is come to be distinguished by different names. That which, in a more 
feeble temper, is peevishness, and languidly discharges itself upon every 
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exact equivalent in English, but which may, perhaps, be 
approximately represented by ‘ moroscncss ’ or ‘crabbed- 
ness' ’ ) is a more passive habit. It refuses to receive any 
gratification, and resents, as if it were a liurt or an affront, 
any attempt to afford it pleasure. Which of these unfor- 
tunate tempers is the more calamitous to its possessor and 
to those who are brought into contact with him, it would 
be difficult to say. They both plainly have their origin in 
the same source, the habit of indulging in petty sallies of 
anger on small and trivial occasions, but, while the peevish 
man seems to lose no opportunity of displaying his temper 
whenever he conceives himself to be suffering from the 
slighte.st hurt, the 6v<rico\oy, difficiiis, or morose man, appears 
to reserve it precisely for those occasions when its ebulli- 
tions might be least expected. 

Resentment against injury is what is most appropriately 
called resentment, and it would be convenient if the term 
could be used exclusively in this sense. The abuses of the 
natural feeling ari.se either from mistaking hurt for injury, 
from exaggerating the amount of the injury inflicted, from 
cherishing the feeling for too long a time, from attempting 
to requite the real or supposed injury with undue severity, 

thing which comes in its way; the same principle^ in a tem]>cr of greater 
force and stronger passions, becomes rage and fury. In one, the humour 
<lischarges itself at once; in the other it is continually discharging. This 
is the account of passion and p^ovisAnoss, as distinct from each other, and 
appearing in difTcrent j>crsons. It is no objection against the truth of it, 
that they are both to be seen sometimes in one and the same person/ Sermon 
on Resentment. 

' The Greek word XaA<irJr or iva/(o\<n has an exact equivalent in the 
Latin word 'difficiiis.' See, for instance, Horace, Dc Arte Poctica* 1 . 173, 
where he is describing the character of the old man: 

* Dilator, spe longus, iners, avidusque futuri, 

DifTkcilis* qucrulus, laudator temporis acti 
Sc pucro/ 

Our RngUsh term 'cross-gmined* is pcrha{>s the nearest approach to the 
Greek expression. 

I 2 
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or, lastly, from imputing it to the wrong persons. To mis- 
take a hurt for an injury is a simple error of judgment, and 
though it may lead ultimately to all the abuses of the 
passion of Resentment, which will be noticed presently, it 
cannot in the first instance be called more than Misplaced 
Resentment. Exaggeration of the amount of the injurj'’ 
inflicted leads to Undue Resentment. The word Wrath is, 
perhaps, appropriated to express this feeling of undue 
resentment, when it becomes peculiarly violent. It may, at 
least, be questioned whether this term is ever employed to 
denote a feeling of resentment against mere hurt, as distinct 
from injur)’, real or supposed. When the feeling of resent- 
ment is pcculiarl)’ violent, and it is cherished beyond the 
time at which it might reasonabl)^ be supposed that the 
offence which excited it had been forgotten, it assumes the 
form of Hatred. This is a settled feeling of deep, per- 
manent, and undue resentment. Hatred passes almost 
insensibly into the next stage of Malice^ which seeks to 
accomplish, b)' all the means in its power, the ill of the real 
or supposed offender. It is not easy again to distinguish 
Malice from Revenge, as employed to denote a feeling, 
though this latter term seems to express the still further 
stage, when the feeling is beginning to pass into act, and 
a punishment disproportioned to the offence is on the point 
of being inflicted. The word Revenge, however, is most 
frequently employed to denote the act itself, but, whether 
it signifies the act or the feeling, it seems always to 
imply the notion of undue severity. Spite is pretty nearly 
synonymous with malice, but is sometimes employed where 
the word malice could not well be used ; as where the 
occasion is trivial, or the revenge sought is only slight. It 
may, in fact, be regarded as a minor form of malice. 
Closely allied with the feeling which prompts us to 
compass the ill of another is that which rejoices when ill 
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happens to him from any other quarter. For this feel- 
ing the Greeks had a special name, (TrixaipeKaKia. 

There remains for consideration that species of abuse of 
the natural feeling of resentment against injury, which 
arises from imputing the injury to the wrong persons. 
Men are often peculiarly unreasonable in this respect. 
They will transfer their resentment from the person who 
really deser\'es it to his relations, his friends, his asso- 
ciates, his profession, his party, his sect, his countrymen, 
and even to mankind at large. Under the last form, the 
abuse of the feeling acquires a specific name, and is called 
Misanthropy. There is perhaps no more pitiable condition 
into which a man can fall than this. What to other men 
are sources of pleasure, — social gatherings, domestic enjoy- 
ments, communication with their fellows, — arc often to him 
real sources of pain. But even in its minor forms this 
misapplication of the feeling of resentment is a calamity of 
no ordinary description, whether we regard the person who 
is afflicted with it or the objects of his ill-will. Antipathies 
of this kind (for that is the name usually given to resent- 
ments against classes of men, though the term is not used 
exclusively in this sense*), antipathies, social, political, or 


^ Wc sometimes s])eak of on antipathy to a single person. This use of 
the term simply implies a dislike founded on something which he has done, 
or which we believe him capable of doing. It is on account of its extension 
to this latter idea, or to character as distinct from acts, that the term difTers 
from Resentment. Moreover, antipathies to classes of persons do not alwa>*s 
originate in a transference of resentment from particular individuals who are 
regarded as representative of the class, though it in.ay be fairly surmised that 
this is one of the commonest grounds of them. They are often, as in the 
case of religious and political antipathies, grounded on tradition or on that 
species of pride or self-conceit which causes us to be indignant at any 
individual or any class that does not adopt the opinions which we adopt, 
or is not satisfied with the arguments with which wc arc satisfied, especially 
if those arguments happen to have been frequently reiterated, in speaking 
or writing, by ourselves. Another main cause of this feeling is the secret 
and suppressed doubt which men often entertain of some of their most 
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religious, have hitherto been at least as instrumental as any 
other cause in robbing human life of its charms. It can 
only be hoped that, as intelligence advances, these anti- 
pathies, by being shewn to be groundless, will be removed. 
Increasing intelligence almost always increases our sym- 
pathies and diminishes our antipathies, and, hence, it is to 
a wider knowledge of human relations that we must mainly 
look, in this as in so many other respects, for an improved 
morality. 

There are two other very widely-spread feelings which, 
in their ultimate analysis, appear to be abuses of the feeling 
of Resentment. These are Etivy and Jealousy. I am 
said to feel envious of another man, or to regard him with 
envy. What docs this mean? He has obtained some 
superiority, say, in reputation, position, or wealth, over 
myself, and, as I believe this superiority to be unmerited, I 
resent it. But what is the injury which calls forth the 
resentment, and from whom docs it proceed ? The injury 
is that he has taken my place, but I ought, on reflexion, to 
sec that this injury proceeds solely from society, or from 
that portion of it through whose instrumentality the man 
has obtained his advantage ; unless, indeed, he has em- 
ployed some sinister means in order to compass his objects, 
in which case indignation against undeserved success would 
be perfectly legitimate. Now, if this account be correct, 
envy commits the error of imputing to the individual an 


loudly professed convictions. Any attitude in another person which tends 
to revive this doubt causes irritation, and is resented as a personal injury. 

An antipathy is not necessarily a perverted sentiment. It may often be 

jnstifinble, as when we believe that a particular man, or a particular class 

of men is a real source of mischief to society. The danger is that we 

should form these beliefs too hastily and on insufficient evidence but if 

we have satisfied ourselves that the belief b conformable to fads, to cise 

to feel the antipathy would frequently be to withdraw from morality one 
of Its strongest bulwarks. ^ 
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injur>' which (if it exists at all) proceeds from Society. But 
why then, it may be said, should I not transfer the feeling, 
and bear a grudge against society ? Simply because I am 
encouraging a painful feeling, a feeling causing pain, per- 
haps, to others as well as to myself, when, according to the 
ordinary course of things, it cannot bring about any good 
result or remedy any evil one. Where, however, the 
manifestation of such a feeling may be attended by a good 
result in the way of warning, as in cases of misbestowal of 
patronage, there seems to be no reason why it should not 
be indulged ; and, in fact, when directed to its proper 
object, the successful individual, if he be himself to blame, 
or his patrons, if he be blameless, indignation against un- 
deserved success rightly counts as a virtue rather than a vice. 

Envy, then, seems to consist in the wrong imputation of 
a real or supposed injury, that injury being the unmerited 
superiority of some other individual to ourselves. But it 
generally docs not stop at the mere feeling of resentment, 
but attempts, by detraction or other means, to bring down 
its object to its own level. It thus passes into Malice, the 
characteristic of which, as I have already said, is to attempt 
to compass the ill of its victim. 

Jealousy approaches very nearly to Envy, and may, in 
fact, generally be regarded as a species of it. The reason 
why it cannot always be so regarded is that, whereas 
envy seems invariably to attach to superiority, jealousy 
frequently attaches to equality or even to approximation 
to equality. From this point of view, Jealousy is a term 
of wider signification than Envy, but, when we come to 
the nature of the superiority or equality which Jealousy 
resents, it seems to be generally used in a much narrower 
sense. Envy attaches to any kind of superiority, whereas 
the superiority or equality which is resented by Jealousy 
seems usually to have reference to the affection or esteem 
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of some particular individual or some small group of 
individuals. According to a French proverb, Jealousy 
has love for its father and fear for its mother. A man 
is jealous of his wife, or a wife of her husband, a child 
is jealous of another child, a friend of some third party, 
a servant of his fellow-seiwant. When the person feeling 
the jealousy supposes that he ought to have an exclusive 
interest in some one's affection or esteem, as is the case, 
for instance, in the married state, he may resent the 
slightest approximation to equality. 

It will be noticed that, in speaking of the distinction 
between Jealousy and Envy, I have employed vague 
expressions, such as ‘generally,’ 'frequently,’ ’sometimes.’ 
It IS, in fact, here, as in the case of most other related ethical 
terms, impossible to draw a perfectly definite distinction, 
or to give a perfectly precise definition. Thus, by way of 
exception to what has been said in the preceding para- 
graph, it might be alleged that we speak of one nation 
as being jealous of another, where the object of the 
jealousy is clearly not esteem or affection, but power. 
Here it might be replied that ‘envious’ was the more 
appropriate term, but we should still be in a similar 
difficulty, if the nation towards which the feeling was 
entertained were suspected of aiming not at superiority, 
but only at equality or an approximation to equality. 
So important is it to speak with due caution and limita- 
tions, in endeavouring to fix the use of ethical terms. 

Before quitting this subject, it may be desirable to 
distinguish Envy and Jealousy from Emulation. Envy 
and Jealousy, as we have seen, are abuses of the feeling 
of resentment, but in Emulation, as such, there is no 
element of resentment whatever. It is simply the desire 
to approach, equal, or surpass some one who is engaged 
in the same pursuits, or who is brought into some relation 
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or other with us. Nothing can be more honourable than 
this feeling frequently is, while it remains in its pure state. 
It is often compatible with the most intimate friendship 
between the persons who are said to emulate each other. 
As soon, however, as one rival begins to feel any resent- 
ment at the success of another, it passes into the form 
of envy or jealousy. 

Having discussed the various modes in which the 
natural feeling of resentment is abused, I shall now pro- 
ceed to trace its enlightenment, and it will be convenient 
at present to confine ourselves to the case of the in- 
dividual, leaving the historical treatment of the question 
for a later stage of the enquiry. 

The natural feeling of Resentment, I have already said, 
is directed against mere hurt as well as injury. One 
result of the enlightenment of the feeling, I have also 
said, is to confine it to cases of injury only. This limita- 
tion is due to two causes, the action of the intelligence 
which shews that the resentment of mere hurt has no 
tendency to prevent its recurrence, and the action of 
other feelings, compassion, benevolence, prudence, and 
the like, which are sufficiently powerful to check the 
operation of a merely gratuitous resentment. The action 
of these causes in arresting resentment against mere hurt 
has already been noticed. 13ut they are no less potent 
in modifying the nature and the degree of the resentment 
which is felt against injury. At first, few distinctions 
are drawn between different classes of injury, and ail are 
resented in pretty nearly the same degree. The child, 
according to his temper, will strike a blow or burst into 
tears, whenever he feels himself ofifended. Similarly, an 
uneducated man will visit with indiscriminate resentment 
almost any conduct on the part of another which he 
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regards as injurious. What restrains either the child or 
the uneducated man is generally not any insight into the 
futility of his resentment but the inter\‘ention of some 
other feeling, such as love or compassion. As intelligence 
advances, however, and experience increases, it is seen 
that injuries arc of the most various character and degrees : 
that some of them arc so slight as hardly to warrant any 
notice, while others arc so great in degree or attended 
with such aggravating circumstances as to justify a deep 
and continued resentment ; that some injuries are of such 
a character as to be peculiarly open to prevention from 
fear of resentment and the requital which resentment 
usually brings with it, while others are little likely to be 
arrested by such considerations. Thus, intelligence seems 
to operate mainly in two ways. First, as was noticed 
before in the case of mere hurt, it tends to check a feeling 
which is found by experience to be futile, and, by parity 
of reasoning, to diminish one which is found to be at- 
tended with only slight effects. What we cannot prevent, 
or can do little towards preventing, we generally acquiesce 
in without a struggle. Even fear often ceases to operate, 
when it is in the presence of what is inevitable. Secondly, 
with growing intelligence, we learn to distinguish between 
the different kinds and degrees of intention and inadver- 
tence from which an injury proceeds. An act which pro- 
ceeds from pure malice we resent more deeply than one 
which simply proceeds from the agent’s desire to benefit 
himself at our expense, and an act which is done through 
inadvertence, criminal though that inadvertence may be, 
is always less resented than an act which we know to 
have been done intentionally. 

But it is not simply by its direct action that the in- 
telligence operates in enlightening the feeling of resent- 
ment ; by its enlightenment of the other feelings it con- 
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tributes indirectly to the same result. Thus, the feelings 
of self-love, compassion, gratitude, affection, benevolence, 
and the like, will, even in their natural state, limit ^ the 
action of resentment, and, perhaps, there is sometimes 
a danger lest they should limit it too far ; but, when these 
feelings are themselves duly enlightened by intelligence, 
they will limit our resentment just so far, and so far only, 
as to confine it to its proper sphere and intensity. An 
equilibrium, so to speak, or (to employ a very convenient 
term) a co-ordination, of the feelings will be established, 
the result of which will be right conduct. It may be 
useful to illustrate my meaning by one or two instances. 
When our resentment, or, at least, the exhibition of it 
is attended with danger to ourselves, self-love will often 
check it, or if, at first, it check only the e.xhibition of the 
feeling, it will often end in checking the feeling itself ; 
now, it is plain that the feeling of resentment might be 
so far checked by the action of self-love as to lead to 
the perpetration or sufferance of unmanly, unjust, or un- 
generous actions, but, if self-love be itself enlightened and 
duly limited by the other feelings equally enlightened, it 
will act only so far as to restrain our resentment within 
the due bounds of prudence, without crushing the feeling 
or deteriorating the character. Again, suppose some one, 
who has once conferred on us some great benefit, after- 
wards inflicts on us a great wrong. The unenlightened 
feeling of resentment might, and probably would, lead us 
to requite the wrong, without any regard to the previous 
benefit. On the other hand, the unenlightened feeling of 
gratitude, if it were very vivid, might lead us, in con- 

' This is the effect which it is here most pertinent to notice, but they 
will frequently promote the action of resentment, as where compassion is 
felt for the victim of an injury. In fact, as already stated (p. 112), resentment 
on behalf of others appears to originate in compassion. 
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sideration of the past benefit, to ignore altogether the 
present wrong. Now, either of these courses might, it is 
plain, be exceedingly inequitable in the particular case, 
and furnish a most pernicious precedent for the future. 
But, if both feelings were duly enlightened, they would 
so limit each other, that neither the benefit nor the injury 
\\ould be forgotten, and that the course of conduct 
resulting would be precisely what was equitable under 
the circumstances. 

Briefly to sum up. Intelligence enlightens the feeling 
of resentment, by distinguishing between mere hurt and 
injury, by ascertaining the exact character and amount of 
the injury, if it be injury that is inflicted, and by tracing 
the consequences which will follow on any exhibition of 
resentment or any attempt to requite the wrong. It must, 
of course, be understood that this process of enlightenment 
is gradual, and is only the result of the exercise of the 
intelligence during many recurrences of the feeling. When 
the feeling has become thus enlightened, and it has a clear 
appreciation of its object, its action is promoted or retarded 
by the other feelings, and, if these be also duly enlightened, 
there will result a course of conduct exactly appropriate 
to the occasion. 

The principle of Resentment, we have seen, becomes, in 
the case of the individual, gradually limited, directed, and 
enlightened, or, to employ a convenient expression, moral- 
ised, partly by the direct control of the reason, and partly 
by the action of intelligent self-love and sympathy, that is, 
of a rational regard to our own interests and to those of 
our neighbours. We shall find also that it undergoes the 
same process historically, in the progress of a race or any 
large aggregate of men. In savage tribes, few, if any, 
limits seem to be imposed on the gratification of individual 
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and family vengeance. The natural feeling of resentment 
has full course, unrestrained by any fear of legal conse- 
quences or, probably, by any regard to its effects on the 
public welfare. 

‘Among the lower races of men,’ says Sir John Lubbock*, 
‘the chiefs scarcely take any cognisance of offences, unless 
they relate to such things as directly concern, or are sup- 
posed to concern, the interests of the community generally. 
As regards private injuries, every one must protect or 
avenge himself. The administration of justice, says Du 
Tertre, “ among the Caribbians is not exercised by the 
captain, nor by any magistrate ; but, as it is among the 
Tapinambous, he who thinks himself injured gets such 
satisfaction of his adversary as he thinks fit, according as 
his passion dictates to him, or his strength permits him : 
the public does not concern itself at all in the punishment 
of criminals, and, if any one among them suffers an injurj-^ 
or affront, without endeavouring to revenge himself, he is 
slighted by all the rest, and accounted a coward and a 
person of no esteem.” 

‘ In Ancient Greece there were no officers whose duty it 
was to prosecute criminals. Even in the case of murder the 
state did not take the initiative ; this was left to the familj' 
of the sufferer, nor was the accused placed under arrest 
until he was found guilty. Hence the criminal usually 
fled as soon as he found himself likely to be condemned. 

‘ Among the North American Indians, if a man was 
murdered, “ the family of the deceased only have the right 
of taking satisfaction ; they collect, consult, and decree. 
The rulers of a town or of the nation have nothing to do 
or say in the business.” ’ 

Even in the most primitive condition of society, however, 
men are probably often ready to accept compensation in 

* Origin of Civilisation, snd Ed., pp. 360, i. 
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some form or other for the injuries done to them. The 
desire for appropriation is certain to be, in many cases, 
quite as strong as the desire for revenge. Thus, compensa- 
tion for homicide seems to have been very common in 
early forms of society, the family of the murdered man 
being conceived to have had a property in him, which 
property they had lost and for which they might be re- 
imbursed. Hut it is not till law, or custom having the 
effect of law, interferes in some shape between the injured 
person and the injurer that compensation for crime can be 
said to mark a distinct stage in progress. This interference 
of law or custom seems, in its earlier stage, to have taken 
the form of fixing the amount of composition for each 
offence, wherever the aggrieved party was willing to accept 
compensation in lieu of revenge, and, in some countries, 
though not in all, of enforcing the contract, when once 
made. At this stage of society, however, it was always 
competent to the aggrieved party to decline to receive com- 
pensation, and to insist on the right of private revenge, if 
not after the completion of the contract with the wrong- 
doer, at least before it. 

The custom of the Greeks, while they remained in this 
stage of societj'’, may be illustrated by the following passage 
from Grote’s History of Greece : 

' That which the murderer in the Homeric times had to 
dread, was, not public prosecution and punishment, but the 
personal vengeance of the kinsmen and friends of the 
deceased, who were stimulated by the keenest impulses of 
honour and obligation to avenge the deed, and were con- 
sidered by the public as specially privileged to do so. To 
escape from this danger, he is obliged to flee the country, 
unless he can prevail upon the incensed kinsmen to accept 
of a valuable payment (we must not speak of coined money 
in the days of Homer) as satisfaction for their slain com- 
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rade. They may, if they please, decline the offer, and 
persist in their right of revenge ; but, if they accept, they 
are bound to leave the offender unmolested, and he accord- 
ingly remains at home without further consequences. The 
chiefs in agora do not seem to interfere, except to ensure 
payment of the stipulated sum*.* 

On the other hand, the custom of the Icelandic tribes, 
which, it will be seen, differs in allowing the option of 
private revenge, even after the principle of compensation 
has been admitted, and an appeal has been made to the 
courts, may be illustrated by the following passages taken 
from Sir G. Dasent’s Introduction to the Burnt Njal and 
from an Essay on ‘ The Norsemen in Iceland* by the same 
author : 

‘ We must never forget that, as it is the Christian’s duty 
to forgive his foes, and to be patient and long-suffering 
under the most grievous wrongs, so it was the heathen’s 
bounden duty to avenge all wrongs, and most of all those 
offered to blood relations, to his kith and kin, to the 
utmost limit of his power. Hence arose the constant 
blood-feuds between families, of which we shall hear much 
in our story, but which we shall fail fully to understand, 
unless we keep in view, along with this duty of revenge, the 
right of property which all heads of houses had in their 
relations. Out of these twofold rights, of the right of 
revenge and the right of property, arose that strange medley 
of forbearance and bloodthirstiness which stamps the age. 
Revenge was a duty and a right, but property was no less 
a right ; and so it rested with the father of a family either 

^ Grote's History of Gre«cc» Pt. I. Ch. xx« Speaking of the represenUtioo 
on the shield of Achilles^ Mr. Grote says, in a note on the same chapter: 
^In the representation on the shield of Achilles^ the genuine proceeding 
about woiy^t clearly appears: the question there tried is, whether the payment, 
stipulated as satisfaction for a person slain, has really been made or not-^ 
ivo V iviUioy uyura uoty^t See. (II. xviii. 498).* 
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to take revenge, life for life, or to forego his vengeance, and 
take a compensation in goods or money for the loss he 
had sustained in his property. Out of this latter view 
arose those arbitrary tariffs for wounds or loss of life, 
which were gradually developed more or less completely in 
all the Teutonic and Scandinavian races, until every injury 
to life or limb had its proportionate price, according to the 
rank which the injured person bore in the social scale. 
These tariffs, settled by the heads of houses, are, in fact, 
the first elements of the law of nations ; but it must be 
clearly understood that it always rested with the injured 
family either to follow up the quarrel by private war, or to 
call on the man who had inflicted the injury to pay a fitting 
fine. If he refused, the feud might be followed up on the 
battlefield, in the earliest times, or, in later days, either by 
battle or by law'.’ 

‘ The Icelander in the tenth century, though for certain 
purposes it suited him to respect the law, never abandoned 
that natural right which could at any moment appeal to 
the god of battles to decide all questions in dispute. He 
had the firm conviction that Valfadir would protect his 
own, and he had no hesitation in ofiering to decide his 
quarrel by the sword. In all suits and in all actions this 
natural right only lay dormant, and we find numberless 

% 

instances in the Sagas of suits legally and formally con- 
ducted, but in which, when the chicanery of either party 
becomes intolerable, the proceedings are at once quashed, 
and the case of the worsted party assumes a brighter 
aspect, by a demand that his antagonist will at once 
proceed to settle the matter after the old fashion, on an 
island (h 61 m) in the river which ran close by the place 
of assembly. For these duels (hblmgongur) a rude code 
of honour was drawn up and stipulations made according 

* Burnt Njal, Introdaction, pp. xxix-xxxi. 
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to which cither part>% if beaten, might ransom his life. 
In thcor>% nothing could be fairer than these combats, 
which were based on the notion that the god of battles 
was also a god of justice, and from which it may be 
remarked that right of an appeal to arms which so long 
existed in English trials took its rise ; but in practice, 
even in Icelandic law, they were found to be unfair and 
inconvenient, and so when Christianity came in, this 
appeal to arms vanished along with the right of bearing 
arms at all at the Allthing, and the freeman was fast 
bound by legal chicanery, and left without the power of 
cutting its Gordian knots by the sword 

When, as in the later Teutonic codes, the aggrieved party 
is compelled to accept the prescribed compensation, with- 
out the option of private revenge, there can be no doubt 
that a distinct and most important step has been made in 
social progress. Law has already, even in this stage, most 
emphatically asserted its supremacy over private feeling. 
At the same time, the idea most prominent to the mind 
of the legislator is the satisfaction of the injured person 
and not the repression of a public wrong. The state 
simply bribes or avenges the individual, in order to 
prevent him from avenging himself. There is, as yet, 
little or no idea of a wrong done to the state, which 
every citizen is bound to resent a-s if it were done to 
himself, and which demands punishment, in the interests 
of society, for the amelioration of the offender and as a 
warning to others. 

Sir John Lubbock does not distinguish between the two 
stages, — of compensation with the option of personal ven- 
geance and compensation without such option, a dis- 
tinction which to me appears so important. His illustra- 
tions, however, of what he calls * Regulated Revenge,’ a 

* Oxibnl E&sayi for 1858, p. aio. 

K 
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term which would apply to both these stages, are so in- 
teresting and throw so much light on what has already 
been said that I shall quote them at some length': 

‘ It would seem that the object of legal regulations was 
at first not so much to punish the offender, as to restrain 
and mitigate the vengeance inflicted by the aggrieved 
party. The amount of legal revenge, if I may so call it, 
Is often strictly regulated, even where we should least 
expect to find such limitations. Thus in Australia, crimes 
“ may be compounded for by the criminal appearing and 
submitting himself to the ordeal of having spears thrown 
at him by all such persons as conceive themselves to have 
been aggrieved, or by permitting spears to be thrust 
through certain parts of his body; such as through the 
thigh, or the calf of the leg, or under the arm. The part 
which is to be pierced by a spear, is fixed for all common 
crimes, and a native who has incurred this penalty some- 
times quietly holds out his leg for the injured party to 
thrust his spear through.” So strictly is the amount of 
punishment limited, that if, in inflicting such spear wounds, 
a man, cither through carelessness or from any other 
cause, exceeded the recognised limits — if, for instance, he 
wounded the femoral artery — he would in his turn become 
liable to punishment*.’ 

From this case it will be seen that the compensation 
offered to the aggrieved party is sometimes simply in the 
shape of revenge, bringing to him no advantage except 
the gratification of the feeling of resentment. 

In this stage, or, according to my classification, in these 

’ The reader will fmd some most interesting illostrations of the mode in 
which offences were regarded in this stage of society, by consnlting Sharon 
Turner’s History of the Anglo-Saxons, Bk. xi, entitled * The History of the 
Laws of the Anglo-Saxons.' Mr. Turner, however, does not fully comprehend 
the principle on which what he calls ‘ punishment’ was assessed. 

* Origin of Civilisation, and Ed,, pp. 361, a. 
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two stages, mere hurts inflicted by accident and injuries 
inflicted by design were generally placed on the same 
level. 

‘Since, then, crimes were at first regarded merely as 
personal matters, in which the aggressor and the victim 
alone were interested, and with which society was not 
concerned, any crime, even murder, might be atoned for 
by the payment of such a sum of money as satisfied the 
representatives of the murdered man. This payment was 
proportioned to the injury done, and had no relation to 
the crime as a crime. Hence, as the injury was the same 
whether the death was accidental or designed, so also 
was the penalty. Hence our word “pay,” which comes 
from the Latin “pacare,” to appease or pacify*.’ 

OlTenders caught in the act were also subject to much 
heavier penalties than those .subsequently detected, on 
the principle that the aggrieved party would himself have 
exhibited much deeper resentment in the one case than 
in the other. 

' In the old Roman law, as in that of some other coun- 
tries, thieves were divided into manifest and non-manifest. 
The manifest thief who was caught in the act, or at any 
rate with the stolen goods still in his possession, became, 
according to the law of the twelve tables, the slave of the 
person robbed, or, if he was already a slave, was put to 
death. The non-manifest thief, on the other hand, was 
only liable to return double the value of the goods he 
had stolen. Subsequently, the very severe punishment 
. in the case of the manifest thief was mitigated, but he 
was still forced to pay four times the value of what he 
had stolen, or twice as much as the non-manifest thief. 
The same principle was followed by the North American 
Indians. Again, in the German and Anglo-Saxon code.s, 

' Id. p. 363. 

K 2 
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a thief caught in the act might be killed on the spot. 
Thus the law followed the old principles of private ven- 
geance, and, in settling the amount of punishment, took 
as a guide the measure of revenge likely to be taken 
by an aggrieved person under the circumstances of the 
caseh’ 

To continue the quotation : ‘ In the South Sea Islands, 
according to Williams, cases of theft were seldom brought 
before the king or chiefs, but the people avenged their own 
injuries. The rights of retaliation, however, had almost 
a legal force, for “although the party thus plundered them, 
they would not attempt to prevent the seizure : had they 
done so, the population of the district would have assisted 
those, who, according to the established custom, were thus 
punishing the aggressors. Such was the usual method 
resorted to for punishing the petty thefts committed 
among themselves.” 

‘ So also as regards personal injuries. Among the 
Anglo-Saxons the “wergild,” or fine for injuries, was 
evidently a substitute for personal vengeance. Every 
part of the body had a recognised value, even the teeth, 
nails, and hair. Nay, the value assigned to the latter was 
proportionately very high ; the loss of the beard being 
estimated at twenty shillings, while the breaking of a 
thigh was only fixed at twelve. In other cases also the 
effect on personal appearance seems to have carried great 
weight, for the loss of a front tooth was estimated at six 
shillings, while the fracture of a rib was only fixed at three. 
In the case of a slave the fine was paid to the owner. 

' The amount varied according to the rank of the person 
injured. All society below the royal family and the 
Ealdorman was divided into three classes; the Tywhind 
man, or Ceorl, was estimated at 200 shillings according 

> Id. pp. 363, 4. 
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to the laws of Mercia ; the Sixhind man at 600 shillings, 
while the death of a royal thane was estimated at j,200 
shillings. 

‘The severity of early codes, and the uniformity in 
the amounts of punishment which characterises them, 
is probably due to the same cause*. An individual who 
felt himself aggrieved would not weigh very philosophi- 
cally the amount of punishment which he was entitled to 
inflict ; and no doubt when in any community some chief, 
in advance of his time, endeavoured to substitute public 
law for private vengeance, his object would be to induce 
those who had cause of complaint to apply to the law for 
redress, rather than to avenge themselves ; which of course 
would not be the ca.se if the penalty allotted by the law 
was much less than that which custom would allow them 
to inflict for themselves. 

‘ Subsequently, when punishment was substituted for 
pecuniary compensation, the same rule was at first applied, 
and the distinction of intention was overlooked. Nay, so 
long had the importance of intention been disregarded, 
that, although it is now recognised in our criminal courts, 
yet, as Mr. Bain points out, “a moral stigma is still at- 
tached to intellectual error by many people, and even by 
men of cultivation*.' 

As they become consolidated, and approach maturity, 


^ Of both these characteristics of the early codes the reader will find some 
interesting iliostrations in Grotc*s remarks on the Draconian legislation. 
History of Greece, Pl II, ch. x« The Draconian code was, in the times 
of Greek literature best known to us, proverbial for its severity, but, as 
Mr. Grote shews, the ordinances respecting homicide (which alone have 
come down to us in any detail) were * partly a reform of the narrowness, 
partly a mitigation of the rigour, of the old procedure/ 

It is noticed by M. De Coulanges (La Cite Antique, Livre IV. ch. 8) that, 
while, in the code of Draco, the right of prosecuting a crime was confined to the 
family or geos of the victim, it was extended by the code of Solon to every 
citiseo of the state. ^ Id. pp. 364-6, 
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all nations seem to pass from these preliminary stages 
into the final stage, in which the graver injuries, even 
though inflicted directly only on single individuals, are 
regarded as crimes or public wrongs, not to be com- 
pensated for the satisfaction of the aggrieved party, but 
to be punished for the security of the commonwealth. 
Even here, however, there is much difference in the points 
of view from which the punishment is regarded. At first, 
ideas of vengeance arc still prominent. Society has been 
aggrieved, and it is but just, it conceives, that the offender 
should be visited with its wrath Hence, even after entering 
on the stage which I am now considering, punishment is 
often needlessly severe ; death is frequently awarded for 
minor offences, and torture is no uncommon occurrence. 
Subsequently, as general intelligence advances, more en- 
lightened views prevail, and it becomes the ideal of legis- 
lators to inflict only so much punishment as is absolutely 
necessary to ensure the security of society. All punish- 
ment, not strictly limited by this end, is regarded as a 
needless, and, consequently, an unjustifiable, infliction of 
pain. 

We have thus seen how, in the history of a nation, indi- 
vidual resentment is, at first, entirely unrestrained ; how it, 
then, becomes partially limited by appeals to self-interest; 
how the community, from making these appeals to volun- 
tary obedience, passes in the next stage to enforcing them ; 
how, when the idea of an uniform punishment, enforced 
by law, and leaving no option of private revenge to the 
injured party, has thus established itself, the idea of 
a wrong inflicted on the itidividual is soon replaced by that 
of a crime perpetrated against the society, which every 
member of that society is equally interested in repressing; 
and, lastly, how, in the most enlightened ages, the infliction 
of vengeance on the offender ceases altogether to be the 
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aim of punishment, the object of which is now regarded as 
simply confined to taking necessary precautions for the 
security of the community, those precautions including, 
I may obser\'c, the reformation of the offender himself. 

In what has been said above, two capital facts will be 
noticed : first, that the natural feeling of resentment is 
originally restrained only by a regard to a man's own 
interests, or, but this is a very important alternative, to 
those of his family; second, that, as the social sympathies 
widen, and the feeling of resentment itself, being now 
excited not so much on behalf of ourselves as on behalf of 
the community at large, becomes a sort of quasi-social 
feeling, it is further restrained by a regard to the interests 
of our neighbours, our country, mankind. Enlightened 
self-love, then, and enlightened benevolence are the t^vo 
powerful checks by which, in the more matured and intelli- 
gent life both of the individual and of society, this feeling 
is controlled. Under such checks, there is little fear lest it 
should be too strong. It has passed, it is true, by its 
gradual enlightenment in the more advanced races and the 
most cultivated individuals, from being a leading to being 
a subordinate principle in human nature ; but, notwith- 
standing its diminished strength, we could ill afford to 
dispense with it altogether. How many men would be 
found to bring the offender to justice, how many to stamp 
with their disapproval acts of tyranny, of cruelty, of in- 
gratitude, if resentment were altogether banished from the 
human breast ? Even the most enlightened benevolence 
and self-love might often be insufficient to protect society 
from the consequences of wrong-doing, if there were not 
this inward monitor to warn us of the presence of the 
wrong-doer, and to supply some stimulus to us in the 
pursuit of him. 

And here it may not be out of place to remark that 
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principles such as resentment, gratitude, fear, sense of 
shame, and the like, properly play only a subordinate part 
in shaping human conduct ; that they may supply the 
first incentive to action, but that, if they are to act to any 
good purpose, they require to be regulated by the more 
general principles of self-love and benevolence, themselves 
illuminated by intelligence. Or to express our meaning in 
other words, it is rational self-love and rational benevolence 
which alone furnish rules of conduct, and to these rules the 
principles which supply only motives must conform them- 
selves, Thus, to take an example, I am moved by resent- 
ment to requite a wrong. But to what extent, and in what 
manner, shall I requite it ? This question must be deter- 
mined by considerations of self-regard, in case the wrong 
has been done to myself, and of regard to the interests of 
my friend or the community, in case the wrong has been 
done to others ; tempered, in either case, by a regard, 
which ought never to be altogether absent, to the interests 
of the object of the resentment himself. Resentment, then, 
may give the impulse to action, but the measures and 
degrees of actions must be determined by other principles. 

1 he feeling of resentment, when duly enlightened and 
moralised, results in the creation of a sense of Justice in the 
individual and the establishment of Law in society. With- 
out entering on any exact definition of the terms Law and 
Justice, thus much will be apparent from what I have 
already said. But it is desirable that I should now attempt 
to fix with precision the meaning of these and kindred 

terms, and to discuss certain ethical questions connected 
with their employment. 

To commence with Justice. Justice, Justitia, is obviously 
the abstract form of justum, that which is binding, or en- 
forced by law (jus). But many actions are called just or 
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unjust which not only are not enforced or forbidden by law, 
but which we do not even conceive as fit subjects for such 
an injunction or prohibition. Thus, we often speak of a man 
as acting unjustly in the distribution of patronage, or in 
withholding his favour or affection from some one to whom 
we regard it as due, and we even speak of a law itself as 
unjust. What, then, is the common attribute or group of 
attributes which belongs to all those actions which we call 
just or unjust, or, confining ourselves to the alternative 
which most easily admits of examination, to those which 
we call unjust? It would seem that, in all cases where we 
employ this term, or the synonymous terms, an injustice, 
a wrong, an injury, wc imply harm inflicted, either inten- 
tionally or through avoidable inadvertence. We .seem, 
moreover, to imply that it is inflicted upon some assignable 
person, or persons, or group of persons, such as a corpora- 
tion or a state ; for a wrong the infraction of a right, and 
a right cannot be said to exist, unless wc can point to the 
persons in whom it exists. Wc imply also that it has been 
unprovoked, or, at least, that it exceeds the provocation 
given, for retaliation within certain limits cannot be called 
unjust. Lastly, it appears essential to the idea of a wrong, 
that it should be inflicted without the consent of the person 
wronged. A wrong, an injury, an injustice, an unjust act 
may, then, be formally defined as harm injlictcd either 
intentionally or by avoidable inadvertence on some assignable 
person, or persons, or group of persons, without the consent of 
such person or persons, and with no or luith insufficient 
provocation. A just act, on the other hand, is an act 
which, in cases where it is competent to commit such 
harm, avoids the commission of it, and justice is that 
habit, state, or attitude of mind which causes a man to 
refrain from committing unjust acts. 

These definitions require some further explanation and 
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illustration. A just act, as I have already intimated, 
means, strictly and originally, an act in accordance with 
the law of the land, and an unjust act an act contrary to 
the law of the land. But, when the law of the land comes 
itself to be compared with another and a higher standard, 
namely, the dictates of morality, or, as they are meta- 
phorically styled, the moral law, its commands or prohibi- 
tions arc often themselves denominated just or unjust, 
according as they agree or disagree with this further 
standard. By a not inexplicable, but, at the same time, a 
very inconvenient extension of the terms, the word just is 
sometimes, from this point of view, employed as synony- 
mous with moral or virtuous, and the word unjust with 
immoral or vicious. This is the widest, as the former is the 
narrowest usage of the terms. But there is an intermediate 
use in which they are now commonly received, and which, 
though difficult to fix with precision, is indispensable in 
ethical terminology. According to the prevailing usage 
of terms, there are many vicious or immoral acts which we 
should not call unjust, though we should call all unjust 
acts vicious or immoral ; as, on the other hand, there are 
many unlawful acts which we should not call unjust, and 
many unjust acts which we should not call unlawful. 
What, then, are the considerations which determine this 
intermediate and prevalent use of the terms? There is, in 
most societies, a growing feeling that the law should inter- 
fere in many cases where it does not, or, at least, when it 
would be inconvenient to invoke the sanctions of positive 
law, that their place should be supplied by the social instru- 
ments of praise and blame, of approbation and censure. 
Hence many actions come to be designated just or unjust, 
though they are not enjoined or prohibited by the law. 
At the same time, there is a growing feeling that the law 
should confine itself to those offences which affect the 
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interests of others, taking no cognisance of the breaches of 
what is called one’s duty towards oneself. Here, then, 
there arises a limitation of the ideas of just and unjust, as 
applied to actions. Those actions only arc just or unjust, 
which affect the interests of others. Again, it is seen that 
the law can only properly interfere to prevent harm and to 
punish the vicious ; that it is transcending its functions, 
when it attempts to promote good, or to reward the 
v'irtuous. Hence, a further limitation. Actions can only 
be called just or unjust, if they prevent or inflict positive 
harm. It is this consideration which distinguishes a just 
action from a benevolent one, the proper end of which is 
not to prevent harm, but to do good. But the harm which 
the unjust action inflicts must have been intentionally 
designed, or, at least, must have arisen from avoidable in- 
advertence ; else it would not be a fit object of the legal 
sanction, or of its substitute, the social one. We do not 
punish harm merely as such, but harm for which we con- 
ceive the agent to be responsible, and which he may, there- 
fore, be prevented from repeating. In this way, we arrive 
at the idea of the prevention or infliction of harm, proceed- 
ing either from design or from avoidable inadvertence, as 
an essential characteristic of what we call justice and in- 
justice. But, further, the harm must not be indefinite. I 
have said that there is, in most societies, a growing feeling 
that the law should only interfere where an act affects the 
interests of others than the agent himself. But, if this be 
the case, we ought, before invoking the legal or social 
sanction, to be able to point out the particular person or 
persons whose interests are affected ; except, indeed, the 
act be such as affects the entire community, which may 
then be regarded in the light of a group of persons. Lastly, 
harm, to which a man himself consents, may be regarded 
as self-inflicted, and, therefore, not within the cognisance 
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of the law ; and harm inflicted by way of retaliation, pro- 
viding the retaliation be not excessive or forbidden by law, 
cannot properly be regarded as a wrong, for the original 
wrong-doer may justly be held responsible for the ultimate 
consequences of his own acts. Thus we see how, starting 
with the notion of what is enjoined or forbidden by law, 
and guided, to a great extent, all along by this conception, 
we come, at last, to attach the words justice and injustice, 
just and unjust, to the group of ideas which I have included 
in my definition. 

From what has been said, it will be seen that Justice and 
Benevolence cover the whole field of virtuous conduct, 
considered in its relation to others. It will be seen, more- 
over, how appropriately justice may be described as ‘ nega- 
tive benevolence.’ 

I'laving now defined a wrong, an injury, an injustice, an 
unjust act (all of which I regard as synonymous ex- 
pressions), I may proceed to define or explain certain 
related terms. 

To the term ‘a wrong’ corresponds the term 'a rights 
I have a ‘right’ not to be ‘wronged,’ and a ‘wrong’ is the 
violation of a ‘ right.' Like the correlated terms ‘ a wrong,’ 
'an injury,’ &c., ‘a right’ is primarily a legal, and second- 
arily an ethical term. A Right, that is, a legal right, is 
defined by Mr. Austin as ‘ the capacity or power of exact- 
ing from another or others acts or forbearances^’ I may 
propose as a wider definition, applicable to a moral as well 
as to a legal right, ' a claim either on the law or on society 
or on the individual conscience to protection from wrong.* 
Thus, I have a right, in which the law will uphold me, to 
my property ; I have a right, in which the general opinion 
of society will uphold me, not to have my confidences abused 
by my friends ; I have a right, which neither the law nor 

* Lecture XVI. 
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the average sentiment of society will uphold, but which will 
be respected by the moral feeling of the more enlightened 
portion of mankind, to be protected from impertinent 
curiosity either as to my opinions or my private affairs. 
Or again, to take another instance of the last kind, I have 
a right, provided I am of mature age and am not inflicting 
any injury on others or disappointing any just expectations, 
to dispose of my own time or my own money as I think 
proper, or even to be what people call eccentric, with- 
out eliciting any unasked for advice or any impertinent 
remarks on the part of my neighbours. The recognition 
of this right to be protected from impertinent advice, im- 
pertinent curiosity, or impertinent interference, may be 
adduced, perhaps, as one of the best instances of the 
delicate and sensitive perceptions of right conduct which 
exist in the more refined and intelligent minds of modern 
society. It is just this delicate perception of the very 
smallest rights of others, it may be remarked, which con- 
stitutes the gentleman. 

Every right implies in some other person or persons a 
corresponding duty. It is the duty of every one, with 
whom I am brought into any relations, to respect my 
rights. A duty^ when the word is employed in this sense, 
may be defined as 'an obligation imposed on (or, perhaps, 
residing in) some person or persons to respect the rights 
residing in some other person or persons.’ These duties 
arc called duties of perfect obligation, because they always 
have definite rights corresponding with them. But we 
often use the word ‘duty’ in a far more extended sense, 
making its sphere, in fact, co-extensive with that of the 
whole of morality. Thus we speak, not only of the duties 
of beneficence, charity, liberality, &c., but of our duty 
towards God and our duty towards ourselves. Such duties 
are called duties of imperfect obligation, and are so extensive 
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that they can only be dehned negatively as ‘those moral 
obligations which do not give birth to any right’.’ 

In my definition of the word ' duty,’ I have been com- 
pelled to employ the word ‘obligation,’ which itself requires 
explanation. This word was originally a purely legal one, 
and was, in fact, a technical term of the Roman law. Sir 
H. Maine gives the following account of the original 
employment of the term : 

' What was an Obligation ? It is defined by the Roman 
lawyers as “Juris vinculum, quo necessitate adstringimur 
alicujus solvendze rei.” This definition connects the Obliga- 
tion with the Nexum through the common metaphor on 
which they are founded, and shows us with much clearness 
the pedigree of a peculiar conception. The Obligation is 
the “ bond ” or “ chain,” with which the law joins together 
persons or groups of persons, in consequence of certain 
voluntary acts. The acts which have the effect of attract- 
ing an Obligation arc chiefly those classed under the heads 
of Contract and Delict (i. e. of Agreement and Wrong); 
but a variety of other acts have a similar consequence 
which are not capable of being comprised in an exact 
classification. It is to be remarked, however, that the act 
docs not draw to itself the Obligation in consequence of 
any moral necessity; it is the law which annexes it in the 
plenitude of its power, a point the more necessary to be 
noted, because a different doctrine has sometimes been pro- 
pounded by modern interpreters of the Civil Law who had 
moral or metaphysical theories of their own to support 
The image of a vinculum juris colours and pervades every 
part of the Roman law of Contract and Delict. The law 

’ This latter definition is adopted verbatim from Mr. Mill. See Utilita- 
rianism, p. 75. He adds: ‘1 think it will be found that this distinction’ 
(namely, the distinction between duties of perfect and of imperfect obligation) 
‘exactly Coincides with that which exists between justice and the other 
obligations of morality.’ 
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bound the parties together, and the chain could only be 
undone by the process called solude, an expression still 
figurative, to which our word “ payment ” is only occasion- 
ally and incidentally equivalent. The consistency with 
which the figurative image was allowed to present itself, 
explains an otherwise puzzling peculiarity of Roman legal 
phraseology, the fact that “ Obligation ” signified rights as 
well as duties, the right, for example, to have a debt paid 
as well as the duty of paying it. The Romans kept in fact 
the entire picture of the “ legal chain ” before their eyes, 
and regarded one end of it no more and no less than the 
other'.’ 

It is, perhaps, needless to observe that the word has now 
entirely ceased to signify a right, but it is more important 
to remark that, unless it be qualified with the distinctive 
epithet ‘ legal,’ the sphere of the actions to which it applies 
is precisely co-extensive with that of morality. Thus, 
whenever we speak of any moral or immoral act, we may 
say that a man is under an obligation to perform it or to 
refrain from it. There is, indeed, one exception, or rather 
apparent exception, to this remark. VVe do not speak of 
a man being under an obligation to himself, in the same 
way that we speak of a man's duty to himself, though we 
might without impropriety speak of being bound to perform 
even personal duties, an expression which is really the 
equivalent of the other*. 

The necessity of employing in the definition of a term 
another term which is almost synonymous with it fre- 
quently arises when, as in the present case, we are dealing 
with terms which have been completely naturalised in 
popular discourse. I have employed the word ‘ obligation ’ 

^ Maioe’i Andent Law, pp. 323, 4. 

* On what constitates Moral Obligation, I shall speak in a subsequent 
chapter (ch. 6). 
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in the definition of ‘ duty ’ rather than the reverse, because, 
of the two terms, it is the less ambiguous and, perhaps, the 
more familiar. 

Duties or obligations are enforced \>y sanctions. A sanc- 
tion is strictly a legal term, and, while confined to this 
meaning, is simply the punishment by dread of which the 
command of the sovereign authority is enforced. In this 
sense, it may be defined as the punishment which attends 
the violation of a law. But, besides legal sanctions, there 
arc physical sanctions, social sanctions, moral sanctions, 
and religious sanctions. A sanction, generally, may be 
defined as the consideration or considerations by which 
legal or moral duties arc enforced. Legal sanctions are 
confined to punishments, because it is the end of law to 
prevent wrongs rather than to encourage goodness, and 
because to reward those who observe the law would be 
impossible, while to punish those who break it is com- 
paratively easy'. But the other sanctions include rewards 
as well as punishments. Thus, physical sanctions are the 
pleasures and pains which follow naturally on the observ- 
ance or violation of physical laws, the sanctions employed 
by society are praise and blame, the moral sanctions, 
strictly so called, are self-approbation and self-disapproba- 
tion, or, as it is often phrased, the approval and dis- 

* “• Reward,” s.ays BeDth.iin, speaking of legislation, “ought never to be 
employed, when the same eiTect can be produced by punishment.” And, in 
support of this paradox, I employ another: — “Let the means be penal, and 
the desired effect may be attained without giving birth to suffering : let 
the means be remuneratory, and suffering is inevitable.” 

* The oracular style, however, being no longer in fashion, I shall in plain 
language give the solution of this enigma. 

* When a punishment is denounced against the breach of a law, if the law 
be not broken, no one need be punished. When a reward is promised to 
obedience, if everybody obey the law, everybody ought to be rewarded. 
A demand for rewards is thus created: and these rewards can only be 
derived from the labour of the people, and contributions levied upon their 
property.' The Rationale of Reward, 6 k. I. ch. 7 . 
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approval of conscience ; lastly, the religious sanctions are 
either the fear of future punishment and the hope of future 
reward, or, to the higher religious sense, simply the love 
of God, and the dread of displeasing Himh 

Before quitting this branch of my subject, it may be con- 
venient to define the expressions civil injury, crime, delict, 
sin. 

A Civil Injury is a wrong for which the law awards repara- 
tion to the injured individual, 

A Crim^ is a wrong regarded as inflicted on the community 

at large, and punished by the law, not for the purpose 

of reparation to the person injured, but for the purpose 

of deterring either the individual himself or others, or 

both, from committing the like offence again. 

A Delict (in the wider signification of the term^) is any 

wrong of which the law takes cognisance. It, thus, 

includes both civil injuries and crimes, and supplies 

us with a convenient term for designating all legal 
offences. 

A Sin IS a violation of a divine command. It may, some- 
what metaphorically, be regarded as a wrong against 
God; I say metaphorically, for the Deity cannot 
properly be considered as subject to harm. 

It IS plain that the same act may be styled, in its moral 

aspect, a wrong, in its legal aspect, a civil injury or a crime, 
and in its religious aspect, a sin. 


The discussion of Justice with its kindred terms, and 

MlX’ch "r - “X Prop^siv. 

Uw’”J.d “ -"Tly a <echmc.l of 

Til. I ad init ^ a), and Sandat»‘ Justiniaa, Lib. IV. 
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specially of the ambiguities connected with the use of those 
terms, naturally suggests a very interesting and important 
topic, namely, the relation of Law to Morality, or, in other 
words, of Ethics to Jurisprudence. By Morality, in its ^ 
most extended sense, we mean the whole circle of duties, 
whether to ourselves or others, which are enforced by the 
social and moral sanctions, of praise and blame, of self- 
approbation and self-disapprobation. By Law, we mean 
the whole body of commands which, in any particular state, 
arc dictated by the sovereign authority* and enforced by 
the legal sanction of punishment. In order to distinguish 
Law, in this its strict sense, from various metaphorical uses 

' II is, perhaps, sufficient for my purpose to slate that by the sovereign 
or the sovereign authority I mean the supreme authority of a state, whether 
that authority reside in an imlividual or in a body. For an explanation of 
the various diflicultics connected with this conception, the reader is referred 
to Mr. Austin*s ‘ Province of Jurisprudence Determined/ lecture VI, Mr. 
Austin thus introduces the subject: 

* The superiority which is styled sovereignty, and the independent political 
society which sovereignty implies, is distinguished from other superiority, 
and from other society, by the following marks or characters. — i, The bulk 
of the given society arc in a habit of obe<iicncc or submission to a dtttrmifiaU 
and conttnon superior: let that common superior boa certain individual person, 
or a certain body or aggregate of individual persons. 2. That certain indi- 
vidual, or that certain body of incliWduals, is not in a habit of obedience to 
a determinate human superior. Laws (improperly so called) which opinion 
sets or imposes, may permanently affect the conduct of that certain individual 
or body. To express or tacit commands of other determinate parties, that 
certain individual or body may yield occasional submission* But there is 
no determinate person, or determinate aggregate of persons, to whose com* 
niands, express or tacit, that certain individual or body renders habitual 
obedience* 

*Or the notions of sovereignty and independent political society may be 
expressed concisely thus.— If a deUrtnifiaU human superior, not in a habit 
of obedience to a like superior, receive habitual obedience from the bulk 
of a given society, that determinate superior is sovereign in that society, 
and the society (including the superior) is a society political and inde* 
pendent/ 

On the ambiguity of the word Sovereignty, according as it is employed 
in a political or in a strictly legal sense, see Professor Dicey's Law of the 
Constitution, pp* 64-70. 



Chap. III.] RELATION OF LAW TO MOnALITV. 147 

of the term, such as the ‘ moral law.’ the ■ law of nature,’ 
and the like, it is not uncommon to speak of it as ‘positive 
law ' or the ‘ law of the land.’ 

^ Now it is plain that there may be many commands dic- 
tated by the law of the land which are not moral duties, 
as, on the other hand, there may be many moral duties 
which arc not commanded by the law of the land. Neither 
is Morality a part of Law, nor Law of Morality. The 
provinces of the two may, and always do, partly coincide, 
but neither is inclusive of the other. 

There appears, however, to have been a period in the 
history of human society when the present distinction 
between Law and Morality did not exist. In ver)' ancient 
forms of society, as observed by Sir H. Maine\ a law in 
the sense of a definite command set by a definite political 
superior, and enforced by a definite sanction, has not yet 
come into existence ; its place is supplied by custom, or 
customary law, the breach of which is enforced by no 
definite penalty, and which includes within its range all 
those actions, whether important or unimportant, whether 
affecting only the individual himself or the society at large, 
which arc the objects of social disapprobation. 

But, when Law has once assumed its present form, it is 
obviously impossible that it should continue to apply to 
so wide a range of acts as tho.se formerly included under 
Custom. Many acts, condemned by custom, are of so 
trifling a character, or .so difficult to prove or to define, that 
it must, from the first, have appeared impracticable to 
attach to them any definite penalty to be inflicted by 
a definite authority. Notwithstanding, however, the im- 
practicability of making law altogether coextensive with 
custom, or of identifying the legal with the social sanction, 
it was certainly the aim of early legislators to include 
* Ancient Law, Cb. I; Village Communities, lAct. 3. 
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within their codes as many and as minute provisions as 
possible. *A iiceX€U€i 6 j'o/zos, a-nayopevei^, says Aristotle, 
and in all early codes which have come down to us entire, 
we find the most minute regulations as to the conduct 
of individual and social life. 

As societies, however, have advanced in extent and 
intelligence, there seems to have been a growing tendency 
to draw a sharp line between the provinces of law and 
morality, and to confine legislation within narrower and 
narrower limits. And this tendency appears to be the 
necessary result of experience, as will be seen from a 
consideration of the cases to which, by almost universal 
consent, legislation is now regarded as inapplicable. 

These cases I now proceed to consider. I shall com- 
mence with what may be called personal duties, such as 
chastity, sobriety, cleanliness, and the like. 

Of these, it may, in the first place, be remarked that the 
inconveniences arising to the individual himself from the 
breach of this class of duties are generally sufficiently 
grave to act as a strong deterring motive, and that, con- 
sequently, the inter\’ention of direct legislation is, in most 
cases, superfluous. Nature herself has, so to speak, at- 
tached a penalty to the ofiences, and, hence, there is no 
occasion for the interference of the law. But, it may be 
objected, there still remains the fact that, in many cases, 
this natural punishment is an insufficient deterrent, and 
that habitual drunkenness, unchastity, and the like, are, 
by no means, uncommon occurrences even in advanced 
societies. How, then, is it that, in these cases, the legis- 
lator still refrains from interfering? 

The general answer to the question is that, in this class 
of cases, the interference of the legislator would be pro- 
ductive of more harm to society than good. It would 

' Arist. Eth. Nic. V. 11 (i). 
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require the creation of a cumbrou.s and costly machincr>% 
would embitter the relations of private life, and would be 
an endless source of jealousy and discontent. There 
would, in the first place, be the difficulty of definition. 
How could wc define, say, drunkenness or extravagance, 
so as to enable the judge to apply the law with in^par- 
tiality and to the general satisfaction of the spectators ? 
Theft or murder is a definite act, but it is difficult to say 
where drunkenness begins and ends. Again, there is tlic 
difficulty of proof. The existence of many self-regarding 
offences is known only to a man’s self or to his nearest 
relatives, friends, or neighbours. If .society were seriously 
to undertake the punishment of such offences, it would be 
necessary to institute a system of the strictest espionage, 
which would destroy all confidence, and poison many of 
the most intimate and agreeable relations of life. And to 
maintain such a .system in efficiency, it would be cs.scntial 
that the police should have at its disposal the most ex- 
travagant rewards, for the remuneration of informers. It 
would, in fact, be found impossible to stop short of the 
institution of a moral inqui.sition, with all its hideous ap- 
pliances and the whole train of its pernicious consequences. 
To these considerations may be added the severity of the 
punishments which it would be found necessary to inflict, 
in order to produce any deterring effect ; the difficulty of 
apportioning them to the circumstances of the offence and 
the offender ; the vast multiplication of laws ; and, lastly, 
a con.sideration of great importance, the very varying sen- 
timents of disapprobation with which many .self-regarding 
offences are viewed by different sections of society. Hcforc 
the legislator can effectively punish an offence, there must 
be a tolerable amount of unanimity not only as to the fact, 
but as to the amount, of its criminality. 

Notwithstanding the growing tendency of the law to 
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ignore self-regarding offences, suicide and the attempt at 
suicide arc still regarded as fit subjects for legislation. 
Without discussing the propriety of this exception, it may 
be observed that many of the remarks made above are 
obviously inapplicable to these particular offcnccsh 

With respect to relative duties, it may be con\’enicnt, in 
this connexion, to regard them as either duties to God or 
duties to our neighbour, and to divide the latter into those 
which arc dictated by benevolence and those which are 
dictated by justice. 

Religious duties were, in early times, almost universally 
the subject of legislation. T licy have now almost univer- 
sally ceased to be so, except in the ease of ministers of 
established religions, and others, who receive a pecuniary 
or social consideration for submitting themselves to the 
control of an additional body of laws. Nor is it difficult 
to sec how this transition has been effected. The religious 
unanimity of a population has almost invariably disappeared 
before growing intelligence and the interchange of ideas 
with peoples of other faiths and countries. Now, as already 
remarked, it is practically impossible, at least for any 
length of time, to enforce a body of laws on the expediency 
of which a population is not substantially agreed. Ex- 
perience, moreover, has conclusively shewn that, whcrev'cr 
the law has attempted to enforce certain religious ob- 
servances or the profession of a certain religious faith, 
though it may ha\*e succeeded in producing hypocrisy, it 
has never succeeded in producing conviction. But, though 
experience infallibly teaches this lesson, mankind has been 
slow to learn it. Its earlier recognition might have ad- 
vanced civilisation by centuries, and would certainly have 
relieved the world from an incalculable amount of cruelty 

The general question of Suicide has been discussed in Ch I See 

pp. 29. 30. 
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and anguish. Its fuller recognition, even now, in those 
countries and amongst those classes which arc least open 
to the influence of progressive ideas, seems essential to the 
consolidation of society. 

Of the relative duties which concern our neighbours, 
it is plain that those which are dictated by benevolence 
cannot be subjects of legislation ; for, by the very fact of 
their becoming so, they would, at once, be transferred from 
the category of benevolence to that of justice. Thus, if 
a man refuses to pay poor-rates, or neglects to provide for 
his family, to the extent to which such a provision can be 
enforced by law, he is violating a definite legal right, and 
is, therefore, guilty of a <lefinitc act of injustice. But, 
though the application of the legal sanction at once con- 
verts benevolence into justice, there is, perhaps, no branch 
of morality to which the social sanction is so frequently 
and so stringently applied as to what is called, by a slight 
abuse of the term, the duty of benevolence. A rich man 
is expected, as the phrase goes, to be liberal, and, if he 
neglects to be so, society stamps his conduct with dis- 
approbation. A passer-by who neglected to save a drown- 
ing man would justly incur the most severe reprobation*. 


' Bcnlham expresses an opinion that Mbc limits of the law on this 
head seem to be capable of bcinj; extended a good deal farther than 
they seem ever to have been extended hitherto. In particular, in cases 
where the person is in danger, why should it not be made the duty of 
e>cry man to save another from mischief, wbeo it can be done without 
prejudicing himself, as well as tu abstain from bringing it ou him?* In 
a note, be illustrates this i>osition as follows : ' A \voiiianV head* 
dress catches fire: water is at hand; a man, instead of assisting to quench 
the fire, looks on, and laughs at it. A drunken man, falling with bis face 
downwards into a puddle, is in danger of sufTocalJon: lifting his head a 
little on one side would save him : another man sees this, and lets him 
lie. A quantity of gunpowder lies scattered about a room : a man is 
going into it with a lighted candle : another, knowing this, lets him go iu 
without warning. Who is tlicre that in arry of these cases would think 
punishment misapplied V Principles of Morals and Legislation, Ch. XIX, 
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Wc come, lastly, to those relative duties which fall 
under the head of justice. It is these with which law, at 
least in its most developed stage, is almost exclusively 
concerned. But, still, there are many duties dictated by 
a sen.se of justice which do not fall under the cognisance 
of the legislator. There are, for instance, many little acts 
in a man's daily intercourse with his children, his domestics, 
his neighbours, which may fitly be denominated just or 
unjust, but which it would be ridiculous to make the 
subject of legislation. These may, for the most part, be 
regarded as exempted on account of their trifling character. 
It is plain that there must .somewhere be a limit to legis- 
lation, and this limit is usually drawn with tolerable equity 
by the good sense of the community. The law will interfere, 
if I starve or beat my domestic, but not, if I wound his 
feelings by neglect, contempt, or undue severity of lan- 
guage. But there are many acts of injustice which, though 
by no means of a trilling character, are not visited by the 
law. Take, for instance, a gross act of ingratitude,. or a 
lie or an unfulfilled verbal promise which may have been 
a cause of the greatest inconvenience, or even suffering, 
to the person deceived. Why docs the law refrain from 
interfering in cases of this kind? In such cases it will 
generally be found that there is cither a great difficulty in 
defining the offence’, or a great difficulty in proving it^ or 

§ I, art. 19. It is, perhaps, superfluous to remark, after what has been 
already said, that, if Bentham’s suggestion were adopted with regard to 
these particular cases, they would, at once, cease to be duties imposed by 
benevolence and would become duties imposed by justice. 

* See Benlham’s Principles of Morals and Legislation, Ch XIX § 1 
art. 13. » s . 

The difiiculty of proof must, of course, be taken as including the difficulty 
of discovery. Now, the greater the difficulty of detection, the more severe 
must be the punishment inflicted on those who are detected. But the 
difficulty of detection may become so great ns to render it impossible to 
find a punishment sufficiently severe to act as a deterrent. In these cases 
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a great difficulty in apportioning the punishment, or a 
combination of two or of all these difficulties. Kxperience 
appears surely, though often, it must be owned, but slowl\-, 
to discover the cases in which the evils attendant on 
punishing a class of offences exceed the evil of allowing 
them to escape with impunity. But the impunity, it must 
be recollected, is only impunity from the law. The other 
sanctions are still operative, and arc frcqucntl)' all the more 
operative on account of the inaction of the legislature. 

And here, it may be obser\cd that, as the limits of legis- 
lation become more confined, it is necessary that the social 
sanction should be guided, strengthened, and enlightened, 
so that it may be duly applied, and applied with sufficient 
force, to those pernicious actions which arc no longer re- 
garded as fitting cases for the direct intervention of the 
law. Nor will this sanction be invoked in vain, h'or, in 
an advanced society, it is, perhap.s, in all but the lowest 
sections, more powerful, as it is certainly more far-reaching, 
than the law itself. 

As many acts dictated by morality arc not dictated by 
the law, so many acts dictated by the law would not 
otherwise be dictated by morality. This is plainly the 
case with respect to the laws which regulate taxation, 
the specific duties of trustees, the procedure of courts of 
justice, and the like. I should be under an obligation not 
to commit murder or theft, even if the law were silent on 
the subject, just as I am under an obligation not to tell 
a lie, even though I incur no legal punishment by doing 

therefore, it is desirable that the legislator should not interfere at all, as 
the punishment, in the rare cases in which it could be inJlictcd, would be 
inflicted to little or no purpose, or, to use the language of Bcnth.nm, would 
be unftrofitiUiU. On the limits to legislation occasioned by the dilTiculty 
of proof and the diflicully of definition, some most instructive and cxh.austivc 
remarks will be found in lieolhain’s Principles of Morals and Legislation, 
Cb. XIX, $ I, Arts. 13, 14. 
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so. But I should be under no obligation to pay taxes, still 
less to pay a particular sum for a particular object at a 
particular time, or to prosecute or defend a suit in a par- 
ticular way before a particular court, or to keep my trust 
accounts in a particular manner, unless the law prescribed 
these duties. lUit, when once prescribed, they become 
(with certain exceptions, to be noticed presently) moral 
as well as legal duties, all of them for one, and some of 
them for two reasons. In the first place, it is our duty, 
even when we can foresee no inconvenience likely to arise 
from our acting otherwise, to obey the law ; for, if the 
contrary principle were once allowed, the law would retain 
hardly any hold whatever on the more ignorant classes 
of society. But, in the second place, the ill consequences 
resulting from the breach of even merely legal regulations 
may be of such a character as, quite independently of the 
former consideration, to constitute a moral offence. Take 
the non-attendance of a witness in a court of justice. A 
very little reflexion will shew that this is a breach of faith, 
and may be attended with the gravest inconveniences, or 
even the most disastrous consequences, to other persons. 
Or take the case of smuggling, or of a false return of 
income-tax. These are both distinct cases of theft, though 
they are not ordinarily accounted as such. All honest 
people pay their customs' or excise duties, and make a 
full return of their income, on the supposition that others 
do the same, and, if I fail to meet this expectation, I am 
shifting the burden which justly falls on my shoulders to 
theirs, and am as distinctly robbing them as if I were to 
put my hands into their pockets. It is true that the sum 
of which I rob each individual tax-payer is infinitesimal 
and inappreciable, but the sum of which all the dishonest 
tax-payers rob all the honest tax-payers is, it is to be 
feared, a very considerable and appreciable item, and, by 
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my act of dishonesty, I am, so to speak, takin" my place 
in the gang of robbers. 

Those laws which, before their enactment, would not 
be dictated by morality arc often called positive lazvs, 
though this term is also frequently applied to the whole 
body of the law' of the land, or, as it is often styled, the 
municipal law. Moral Law is often used in contra-dis- 
tinction to Positive Law, and may thus, according to the 
respective meanings of positive law just noticed, signify 
either all moral injunctions and prohibitions, w'hethcr en- 
acted by the law of the land or not, or simply those moral 
injunctions and prohibitions which arc dictated solely by 
morality. It w’ould be convenient if w'e could always 
employ the expression ‘ Moral Law'' in the former sense, 
the expression ‘Municipal Law’ in the sense of law of 
the land, and ‘ Positive Law ’ as denoting that portion of 
the municipal law which would not otherwise be dictated 
by morality. 

Though there can be no question that, in ail matters 
indifferent, wc should obey the law of the land, a very 
grave question arises when any portion of this law comes 
into direct conflict with the dictates of morality, or what 
wc conceive to be such. Hobbes, indeed, denies that there 
can ever be any question of our obedience ; for, in the case 
of the subject, the duty of submission to the law' over-rides 
all other duties whatsoever, and, in fact, includes them all. 
But the almost unanimous opinion of other moralists 
has decided, and, as 1 conceive rightly, that cases 
may occur in which transgression of the law becomes 
not only excusable, but even a positive duty. The 
defence of this position hardly belongs to the present 
place, and, indeed, would now be superfluous ; but it may 
be convenient if I here suggest briefly certain rules of con- 
duct to be observed in cases of a real or supposed conflict 
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between the dictates of Law and Morality. First, the pre- 
-sumption should always be in favour of the Law. Unless 
we have very fully considered the matter, and have had good 
opportunities for forming a judgment, it is more likely that 
the legislator is right than that we arc. But, supposing 
that we have taken the best opportunities of informing 
ourselves, and that we have arrived at a deliberate con- 
viction that the Law enjoins what is morally wrong or 
prohibits us from doing that which we feel morally bound 
to do, we arc justified in disobeying the law, and, in fact, 
arc under a moral obligation to do so. A further question, 
however, here arises as to whether we shall simply sub- 
mit passively to the punishment which the law prescribes 
for its infringement, or engage in active measures for 
the repeal of the law itself. If we embrace the latter 
alternative, a final question arises as to whether we shall 
confine ourselves within constitutional limits, or resort to 
more violent and revolutionary expedients. It is plain 
that these arc questions of the utmost gravity, and it ap- 
pears to me that they can be solved only by considering 
in each particular instance the consequences, both general 
and special, both direct and remote, which arc likely to 
result from this or that mode of acting to ourselves, to 
those who come within the range of our influence, to our 
country, and to mankind at large. 

At this point, it may be well to say a few words on the 
reciprocal influence of law and morality. There can be no 
doubt, on the one hand, that the laws of a country have 
their source in the average morality and enlightenment of 
the citizens, or, at least, of the better instructed portion of 
them, and that any improvement in the laws must be due 
to a corresponding improvement in morality and enlighten- 
ment. For, even where the laws are enacted by a single 
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legislator, the people must be sufficicntlj’^ moral and en- 
lightened to acquiesce in their provisions. But, on the 
other hand, it should be noticed that the laws themselves 
re-act on the character of a people, in the way of fixing 
and rendering permanent the moral sentiment, or some 
particular mode of viewing particular classes of actions. 
This is, to a great extent, the case throughout the whole 
of society; for men generally are much less disposed to 
call in question what is fixed by law than what is fixed by 
fashion, custom, or the average opinion of their fellow- 
citizens. But it is especially the case with the lower and 
less instructed sections of society; for, among them, the 
moral and social sanctions arc comparatively inoperative, 
and the disposition to question the wisdom of established 
institutions hardly exists, except in times of disquiet or 
revolution. Here, then, the legal and religious sanctions 
arc practically the restraining forces of conduct, and the 
main instruments in moralising the character. But of the 
two, the legal sanction is, speaking generally, the more 
operative, for it appeals immediately to the fears of man- 
kind, whereas the other, at least in its lower form, appeals 
to them only remotely; nor docs the reality, nature, or 
incidence of the legal sanction admit of any dispute, 
whereas the religious sanction, inasmuch as it docs not 
appeal to the senses, is always more or less open to 
cavil. 

The malignant and selfish passions of the great mass of 
mankind being thus restrained almost exclusively by law, 
cither directly by the fear of legal punishment, or indirectly 
by the moulding influence of law upon character, it is not 
surprising that some moralists have attached a dispropor- 
tionate importance to the legal sanction, and have appeared 
to regard it as, in the last resort, if not actually at least 
rightfully, the sole determining force of conduct. This is 
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especially the case with Hobbes, who, while he recognises 
what he calls the ‘ laws of nature’ as the guide of the ruler, 
retrards the will of the ruler or the law itself as the sole 
"uidc of the individual citizen. To a less extent, the same 

o 

criticism is applicable to the systems of Austin and Bentham, 
But, with respect to all these moralists and others of a 
similar character, it should be recollected that they ap- 
proach ethics from a practical rather than a speculative, 
from a legal rather than a philosophical point of view. 
The main object of their investigations is the origin, 
nature, and expediency of the positive institutions of a 
particular country rather than the ultimate facts of human 
nature ; and, hence, they are more concerned with con- 
structing rules for the guidance of ordinary men than 
with cxtimining all the springs of conduct or providing 
for the diffusion of a refined and exalted morality, ap- 
pealing to other than prudential regards. Their business 
is with the actions of men rather than with their dis- 
positions ; their aim is the amelioration of law rather than 
the purification of character. The services which these 
juridical moralists^ for so they might appropriately be 
called, have rendered to the science of ethics and to 
practical morality must, at the same time, not be under- 
estimated. It is, perhaps, equally important with, though, 
as we have seen, of quite a different kind from, that which 
has been rendered by what might be called, in contra- 
distinction to them, the psycholo^cal moralists^ such as 
Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, Butler, and Hume. 

It, perhaps, hardly needs to be remarked that it is the 
special province of education, in the true sense of that 
term, to guide and develope the moral, social, and re- 
ligious sanctions, so that they may fortify the legal 
sanction where it is present, correct it in the few cases 
where it is defective, and supply its place in the numerous 



Chap. III.] 


VERACirr. 


‘o9 

cases where it is absent. In an advanced and complex 
state of civilisation, like ours, the legal sanctioti, however 
good the laws which it enforced, would be of little avail 
for the protection of society, unless it rested on and were 
supplemented by these other sanctions. 


Before bringing this long chapter to a close, it seems 
necessary to add a few remarks on the virtue and duty 
of Veracity. As long ago, at least, as the time of Plato^ 
‘to tell the truth' was regarded as a branch of Justice. 
And it is under this head that the obligation may still 
be best exhibited. Why are we bound to tell the truth? 
Because our neighbour has a right not to be deceived, 
or, in other words, because to deceive him is to wrong 
him. To volunteer a statement, the effect of which is 
to mislead another person, is obviously to expose him 
to harm, or, at least, to inconvenience, and will be found 
to satisfy all the conditions of the definition of an 
Injury, given above. And it is equally plain that the 
same is the case in giving a deceptive answer to any 
question which another person has a right to put to us, 
whether that right be recognised by law or only by the 
tacit understanding of .society. So inconvenient, and 
indeed often so injurious, would it be, if wc could not 
depend on one another answering truthfully to a question 
put even in the ordinary course of conversation, that the 
presumption always is that the respondent speaks the 
truth. But are there no limits to the right of receiving 
a truthful answer? Certainly it would seem, primA facie, 

* At the beginning of the Republic, Pinto Imputes to the oM mnn. Kcphnlus, 
a aefimUon of Justice as t« Xiyt.v *al 4 Av Aa/3p r.r dno»i56yai. And 

It IS notable that the definition is rejected, not because it is too wide but 
because it U too narrow, and because it relates to catcmal acU rather than 
to the internal disposition of which they arc the result. 
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that the right is limited by the right of putting the 
question. That a magistrate, an officer of the govern- 
ment, or any other person in authority, such as a parent, 
an emploj'cr, a master, tutor, or guardian, has, in all 
things appertaining to his authority, the right to ad- 
minister questions, and, therefore, in all such matters, 
the right to receive a truthful answer, appears to admit 
of no doubt. Nor is there any doubt with respect to 
what may be called innocent questions, by whomsover 
asked, that is to say, questions the answer to which is 
not likely to expose the respondent or any one con- 
nected with him to shame or trouble or loss. But 
questions liaving this tendency, when put by a person 
whose relation to the respondent docs not justify him 
in asking them, arc properly designated impertinent 
questions. And here occurs the casuistical difficulty: 
as the questioner has no right to put the question, is 
the respondent bound to return a truthful answer? As 
a mere matter between himself and the questioner, I 
conceive that he is not, and certainly the questioner 
would have no cause to complain, if the answer were 
deceptive. But further considerations here supervene. 
The questioner may repeat the answer, and so other 
persons, who had no share in the impertinent act, may 
be deceived to their hurt or inconvenience. And this 
is a consideration which obviously ought to be taken 
account of, even within the limits of strict justice. But, 
outside the limits of justice, and irrespectively of their 
duty to others, many persons are often restrained, and 
quite rightly so, from returning an untruthful or am- 
biguous answer by purely self-regarding feelings. They 
feel that to give an untruthful answer, even under such 
circumstances as I have supposed, would be to burden 
themselves with the subsequent consciousness of cowardice 
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or lack of self-respect. And hcncc, whatever incon- 
venience or annoyance it may cost them, they tell the 
naked truth rather than stand convicted to themselves 
of a want of courage or dignity. Thus. Veracity has the 
advantage that it is protected not only by the more 
direct sanction of a Sense of Justice but also by indirect 
sanctions derived from some of the noblest of our self- 
regarding feelings. 

Yet the duties of Veracity, like any other duties, may 
come into collision with duties arising from other sources. 
To tell the truth is no more binding under all conceivable 
circumstances than to refrain, under all conceivable cir- 
cumstance.s, from taking away a man’s life or property 
or character. Veracity, though this was by no means 
always the case, has become the point of honour in the 
upper ranks of modern civilised societies, and hence it 
is invested with a sanctity which seems to attach to no 
other virtue ; and to the uninstructed conscience of the 
unreflcctive man the duty of telling the truth appears, 
of all duties, to be the only duty which never admits of 
any exceptions from the unavoidable conflict with other 
duties. And yet there might be occasions where the 
scrupulosity which would return a truthful answer to an 
impertinent question might endanger the life or liberty 
or property of another, or expose to penury not only the 
answerer himself but those dependent on him for their 
subsistence. In such ca.ses, the responsibility for the lie 
appears to me to attach wholly to the questioner, and, 
in no degree, to the respondent. Happily, however, such 
cases arc very rare in actual life, and, with the spread 
of enlightenment, sympathy, a stricter sense of justice, 
and more courteous manners, are becoming rarer and 
rarer. As I have said elsewhere: ‘Without maintaining 
that there are no conceivable circumstances under which 

M 
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a man would be justified in committing a breach of 
veracity, it may at least be said that, in the lives of 
most men, there is no case likely to occur in which the 
greater social good would not be attained by the ob- 
servation of the general rule to tell the truth rather 
than by the recognition of an exception in favour of a 
lie, even though that lie were told for purely benevolent 
reasons^’ Of course, I do not include in this statement 
purely conventional phrases which society has invented 
for the purpose of combining courtesy to others with 
the convenience or comfort of the individual employing 
them. 

On the historical question of the variation of the moral 
sentiment with respect to the importance of Veracity, as 
exemplified in different countries, at different times, and 
in different stages of civilisation, it will be more con- 
venient to speak in a subsequent Chapter^. 


* Progressive Morality, pp. 59, 60. 


« See Ch. V, pp. ai8-a2i. 
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Ofi the Semi-Social Feelings. 

Various fonns of these feelings. Love of Approbation and Fe.ir of 
Disapprobation. The Social Sanction. Codes of Honour. 

I NOW proceed to examine a group of feelings which 
arc of complex, or, at least, of ambiguous origin. Though 
known by different names, and assuming different forms, 
they may all be classed gcnerically under the heads of 
love of approbation and fear of disapprobation. 

Our experience furnishes us with no instance of a man 
in whom these feelings are altogether absent, nor is it 
easy to conceive of men having ever existed entirely 
without them. In the simplest family or tribal relations, 
it would seem as if men must have formerly, as they do 
now, courted the approbation and deprecated the dis- 
approbation of those with whom they lived, must have 
been gladdened by kindly words and cheerful looks, and 
must have dreaded, and shrunk from, those manifestations 
of displeasure which are generally much more strongly 
expressed, both in tones and gestures, amongst savage 
and barbaric than amongst civilised races. 

But, at the outset of this enquiry, there occurs the 
question, whether these feelings have any claim to be 
classed apart, or whether they are not simply forms of 

M 2 
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self-regard. Approbation and disapprobation, it has been 
contended, arc usually, and especially in the early years 
of life, attended by material consequences which arc 
quite sufficient, on the principles of association, to account 
for their afterwards becoming objects of desire or aversion 
in themselves. ‘Black looks’ and chiding words arc, 
in childhood, usually the precursors of punishment, 
while expressions of approval are frequently followed by 
rewards. Pains and deprivations of various kinds, it is 
argued, thus become associated with approbation, while 
disapprobation is similarly associated with pleasures and 
prixilcgcs. There is no reason, therefore, why a man, 
who would otherwise be entirely callous to the opinion 
of others, may not, through the circumstances of his 
education, come to be affected by it, as we now see to 
be actually the case. 

In this reasoning, there is, undoubtedly, a certain 
amount of truth, and it is quite conceivable that a being 
who took no pleasure in giving pleasure to others, and 
felt no pain in giving pain to them, might come to 
cultivate and esteem the good opinion of his fellows 
simply from the connexion unconsciously existing in 
his mind between that good opinion and the consequences 
which frequently follow upon it. But it does not appear 
to me that this consideration sufficiently accounts for the 
love of approbation, as it actually exists in man. If we 
examine this feeling closely, we shall find, not, perhaps, 
in every instance, but, certainly, in some instances, that 
there enter into it the following constituents: first, though, 
in the majority of instances, by no means mainly, our 
expectation of the possible good consequences which may 
result to ourselves ; second, a simple feeling of delight, 
independently of all consequences, in the reflexion that 
another thinks well of us ; third, a pleasure, and this is 
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often very intense, in being the source of pleasure to 
another. To realise the intensity, as well as the distinct 
character, of the last clement, we have only to recall or 
notice how often boys and young men are spurred to 
exertion by the thought of the pleasure which their 
success will bring to their parents, relatives, or friends. 
In mature life, a man’s success is, perhaps, outside the 
family circle, oftener a cause of jealousy and chagrin to 
others than of pleasure, and hence this last constituent 
has, as life advances, a tendency to become obscured. 
But, when once attention is called to the fact, no one 
can fail to notice how often, and how intensely, we are 
influenced by the feeling that our actions will give 
pleasure to those who love and esteem us. Now, what- 
ever may be said of the second element, it seems im- 
po.ssible to refer this one, of which I am now speaking, 
to a self-regarding origin. It appears to be as purely 
sympathetic as any feeling can be. But, if such be the 
case, and we think it necessary to have recourse to the 
theory of association in order to discover the origin of 
the second clement, there seems to be as much reason for 
deriving it from the third as from the first. Granted 
that, in the love of approbation as it is usually, or 
frequently, found in human nature, there is a purely 
sympathetic and a purely self-regarding clement, and 
a third element, the nature of which is doubtful, it seems 
quite as reasonable to suppose this last clement to have 
grown by association out of the sympathetic as out of 
the self-regarding element ; or rather it seems most 
reasonable to regard it as having grown out of both. 
But, be this as it may, the purely sympathetic element, 
which is often, if not always, to be detected in it, is 
sufficient to shew that the love of approbation is a feeling 
of a mixed character, and, of course, what has been said 
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of the love of approbation applies, with equal force, to 
the fear of disapprobation. 

So much for the origin of these feelings, and their claim 
to a distinct classification. 

I may now proceed to treat briefly of the v'arious forms 
which they assume, and the various names by which they 
are designated. 

It is matter of experience that many men care most for 
the opinion of some one person, of their own family, or 
of some narrow circle in which they move ; others for that 
of larger aggregates, such as their town or country. In 
the former case, the feeling retains the generic name of love 
of approbation^ in the latter it usually assumes the more 
specific appellation of love of reputation. The terms love 
of approbation and love of reputation, however, are also 
differently applied according to the nature of the acts or 
qualities on which a man prides himself, and which he 
hopes may elicit for him approbation or reputation as the 
case may be. If the acts or qualities be such as men 
perform or display in the ordinary conduct of life, and 
especially if they be what we call moral, the desire of 
recognition would usually be known as love of appro- 
bation ; if, on the other hand, they transcend the ordinary 
level of performance or practice, and especially if they 
be of an intellectual character, the desire of recognition 
would usually be known as love of reputation. These 
two expressions are not discriminated very accurately, but 
we generally speak of a man as aiming at approbation, 
when he seeks to conciliate the good-will of those im- 
mediately around him by his ordinary conduct, especially 
in the practical affairs of life; on the other hand, we 
usually speak of a man as aiming at reputation, when he 
seeks to attain recognition from a wider circle by extra- 
ordinary effort, especially if that effort be held to imply 
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the possession of high intellectual aptitudes. Both appro- 
bation and reputation, it is plain, may be awarded in ver>' 
various measures, and the respective desires of them, which, 
of course, may co-exist, may be entertained with very' 
varying degrees of intensity. 

When the love of reputation exists in a high degree, 
and especially when it aims at recognition over a wide 
area or through a long period of time, it often assumes a 
new appellation, as the love of fattic. There are many 
cases in which we might appropriately speak of a man as 
actuated by a desire of reputation, where we could hardly 
speak of him as inspired by a love of fame, and these cases 
seem to be distinguished by inferiority of degree, extension, 
or duration. Thus, we do not speak of the reputation, but 
of the fame of a great general or a great poet, and, though 
we should never, 1 think, employ the expression ‘post- 
humous reputation,’ we frequently employ the expression 
‘posthumous fame.’ 

The insatiable craving for fame, and especially for 
posthumous fame, which is the actuating principle of so 
many minds, has been a constant subject of remark and 
wonder amongst moralists of all ages. Men will often 
undergo the greatest hardships, will even risk life itself or 
patiently submit to a life-long series of trials and pri- 
vations, in order that their names may be mentioned in 
the pages of history or that their works may be read by 
an admiring posterity. Strange, at first sight, as this 
feeling may appear, it is not really difficult to account 
for it. Men of keen imagination and lively sympathies can 
easily transport themselves into times and countries far 
distant from their own, where they are the theme of 
conversation or reflexion. These distant times and re- 
mote countries arc but an extension of the circles in which 
they live, while in these new spheres the jealousy and 
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ignorance which now impede the recognition of their 
merits no longer exist. And the prospect of a recognition 
in their own country at a distant time may well possess 
a peculiar charm ; for, while distant times evoke more 
curiosity than distant countries, the feeling of kinship with 
our own descendants excites a deeper sympathy than can 
be felt with foreign races. Love of reputation and love 
of fame, even though the fame be posthumous, are, thus, 
wc perceive, only extensions and varieties of the love of 
approbation. Of the desire for posthumous fame it may 
be specially remarked, that it is obviously free from the 
coarser taint of selfishness, and the regard to material 
advantage, which may always attach to the love of merely 
contemporary approbation, reputation, or fame. 

There is a peculiar and abnormal feeling, arising out of 
those already mentioned, though it is a distorted form of 
them, which may best be designated as the love of notoriety. 
The love of reputation and the love of fame both imply 
a desire of approbation over a wide area, but the love of 
notoriety thinks only of the wide area, and is regardless 
of the approbation. It burns to be talked about, to be on 
the lips of men, and is comparatively careless of w'hat they 
say. So morbid may this feeling become, that men have 
been actually known to commit the most horrible crimes, 
simply from the attraction of having their names con- 
stantly in the mouths of other men*. The love of notoriety 
affords an excellent instance of the power of abstraction, and 
of the extent to which the mind, by dwelling on accidental 

' The story of Hcrostmtus. who set fire to the temple of Artemis ot Ephesus, 
m order that he might immortalise himself, will be fresh in the recollection 
of every reader. Incendiarism, sens.itional murders, and impostures of various 
kinds, such as those of fasting girls, pretended wizards or witches, spirit- 
rappers, and the like, are frequently due to the passion for notoriety, which 
in many cases, becomes literally a mania. In estimating the evidence for 
• wonderful events,’ not nearly sufficient account, probably, is taken of thU 
morbid tendency in human nature. 
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circumstances, may entirely lose sight of the one essential 
circumstance with which they arc connected. Men begin 
by desiring the approbation of their fellows, one concomi- 
tant of which is to be much talked about and discussed. 
As the craving increases, they care less for the intensity 
of the approbation than the extent of the area over which 
it is diffused ; till, at last, the one consideration is wholly 
lost sight of in the other, and it bccomcs^a simple source 
of delight to them to feel that they are, or are likely to be, 
talked about, quite irrespectively of what is said. Then, if 
they can perform no great or heroic acts, they are conscious 
that they can, at least, perform extraordinary ones, and 
hence the peculiarly morbid manifestations of this feeling 
which arc so frequently met with, and the peculiar results 
which so frequently ensue upon it. It may be remarked 
that individual eccentricities have often their origin in 
this source The love of fame, it should be also noticed, 
has a constant tendency to degenerate into mere love of 
notoriety, and it is sometimes very difficult to discriminate 
between the two. 

Ambitiofty as is remarked in the chapter on the Self- 
Regarding Feelings, has two sources, the Love of Repu- 
tation, and the Love of Power. So far as it originates in 
the latter source, it is, till associated with other desires, 
wholly self-regarding. So far as it originates in the Love 
of Reputation, it has a semi-social character, but as, in this 
aspect, it docs not really differ from Love of Reputation 
or Love of Fame, it hardly requires a distinct treatment 
in this place. 1 need only refer back to what I have al- 
ready said of Ambition, and remark, in this connexion, 
that a man, who is conscious of ambitious feelings, should 
make it his constant endeavour to associate them, as far 
as possible, with objects by the attainment of which he 
may confer real benefits upon his fellow-men. By such 
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means, the feeling becomes purified, and, instead of being 
a scourge and pest, may become the source of innumerable 
blessings to mankind. 

The fear of disapprobation, unlike the love of approba- 
tion, docs not give rise to a number of distinct feelings, 
or, at least, not to such as are designated by specific 
names. There is, however, one feeling which is so 
designated, and which has a special interest for the 
moralist. This is Shavie. The word Shame seems pro- 
perly to be applied not to that dread of disapprobation 
which ^\•ould prevent a man from performing a dishonour- 
able, or neglecting to perform an honourable act, but to 
that confusion wliich ensues, when he is detected in 
having done so. We are, strictly speaking, said to be 
ashamed when we are discovered in doing that which 
public opinion or the opinion of our friends or associates 
requires us not to do, or in forbearing to do that which 
the same opinion requires us to do. But, by a natural 
extension of the word, Shame is made prospective, and 
is often spoken of as forcing us to do or preventing us 
from doing that which public opinion, or the opinion of 
those whom we value, would condemn us, if we were 
to leave undone, or to do, as the case may be. In this 
sense, however, it seems not to be distinguishable from 
the more general phrase, fear or dread of disapprobation. 

That shame is one of the most powerful feelings of 
our nature, it is unnecessary to insist on. A man who 
has ceased to feel shame is justly regarded as the most 
degraded of human beings. And this feeling, it should 
be remarked, is entirely independent of any regard to 
the material consequences which may result on detection. 
It has respect simply to the loss of character and estima- 
tion in the eyes of those before whom we stand abashed. 
A man will often display this feeling, though he has no 
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more to hope or fear in this world. And that it is not 
derived from association with our purely self-regarding 
propensities is tolerably plain from the fact that it is 
chiefly the young who shew it in its more marked forms. 
A child or a young man is hardly ever shameless ; an old 
or a middle-aged man, a hardened offender as we call 
him, is so not infrequently. To the mixed origin, then, 
of the class of feelings under discussion, the phenomenon 
of shame may be regarded as a very important testimony. 

A true and healthy feeling of shame is one of the most 
effective, and, at the same time, one of the sternest 
guardians of virtue. But there is also such a thing as 
False S/iavie, the feeling ashamed of things of which we 
ought not to be ashamed, and of which, on reflexion, 
we ought to see that we ought not to be ashamed. Than 
this there is hardly any feeling more enfeebling to the 
character, or more largely productive of gratuitous misery. 
A man ought not to be ashamed of that which he cannot 
help, of his race, his origin, his condition, his poverty, his 
appearance, his lack of early advantages, or of anything 
which is due to causes beyond his own control ; and, if 
he encourages rather than represses the disposition to 
entertain this feeling, he is probably laying up for himself 
stores of incalculable unhappiness. As I have said clsc- 
whcrc^ it is under the influence of this motive that many 
a man lives above his income, not for the purpose of 
gratifying any real wants, cither of himself or his family, 
but for the sake of ‘ keeping up appearances,’ though he 
is exposing his creditors to considerable losses, his family 
to many probable disadvantages, and himself to almost 
certain disgrace in the future. The whole character is 
often deteriorated by the false estimate which a man 
affixes, or which he supposes the world to affix, to the 

* Progressive Morality, p. 175. 
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accidental circumstances of which this perverted feeling 
takes account. A sound moral education ought to make 
it one of its main aims, to direct this feeling of shame, 
especially amongst the young, into its proper channels; 
to repress false, and to foster true shame. 

False shame is doubtless a grave moral defect in the 
individual who experiences the feeling. But a far larger 
share of the blame ought often to be assigned to society 
at large, which is apt to attach a wholly disproportionate 
value to adventitious advantages, such as those of birth 
or wealth or connexions ; and specially to those members 
of society who, possessing or fancying that they possess 
these claims to superiority, ill disguise their contempt 
for those whom they suppose to be without them or to 
possess them in an inferior degree to themselves. Honour 
and dishonour ought to be apportioned to qualities and 
circumstances which are under a man’s own control, while 
that which he has had no share in producing is no fit 
subject either for admiration or for contempt*. 

Having now considered the various forms assumed by 
love of approbation and fear of disapprobation, I proceed 
to estimate generally the relation in which the approba- 
tion or disapprobation of our fellow-men stands to the 
dictates of morality. As contrasted with the moral sanc- 
tion, strictly so called, and the legal sanction, which is 
derived from the law of the land, the sanction which is 
derived from the opinions and requirements of society 
is frequently called the social sanction. These three 
sanctions were, probably, in very early times, identical, 
as is now also probably the case in the simplest forms 
of society. In other words, law, custom, and morality, 

‘ On the share which the present form taken by Class-distinctions has in 
feeling of false-shome, see ‘ Progressive Morality,’ pp. 176-9. 
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in primitive societies, are not yet distinguished ; law being 
no other than custom, and individual men not having 
yet begun to reflect on the grounds of their actions or 
on the unquestioned opinions entertained by those around 
them, so as to have reached any independent criterion 
of their own, or to have formed any rules of conduct for 
themselves. A man may, indeed, in primitive society, 
act contrary to the common sentiment, but it probably 
never occurs to him that he is right and the common 
sentiment is wrong. In civilised societies, however, and 
especially among their more cultivated members, these 
various sanctions are sharply discriminated, and it is a 
matter of notoriety that the law may dictate one course of 
action, and society, or that section of it in which wc move, 
another, while our own judgment, formed to the best of 
our power, may frequently be at variance with one or 
both of the other authorities. Wherever this conflict takes 
place, and the matter is of sufficiently serious import, 
a man is, of course, bound ultimately (after full con- 
sideration) to follow his own judgment, to obey the voice 
of conscience, as wc phrase it ; nor need he ordinarily 
have the same compunction in doing so, where it is 
simply the opinion of society that is concerned, as where 
his conflict is with the law of the land. For the opinions 
of society, especially on questions of the minor morals, 
arc proverbially fickle, are often antiquated or founded 
on insufficient data, and sometimes only require a strong 
protest to ensure their reversal. But, at the same time, 
before a man opposes his own judgment to that of society, 
especially if it be the judgment of society at large, he 
ought to feel great confidence in the accuracy of his 
judgments and in the importance and wisdom of his 
non-conformity. For, in qualification of what has been 
just said, it must be recollected that, on all the weightier 
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points of practice, the opinion of society has generally 
been the result of long and varied experience, and that, 
however inapplicable, in special cases, it may be to the 
requirements of our present mode of life, it has almost 
invariably, in its origin, had a deep significance and an 
adequate justification, l^iit the relations of the moral 
sentiment of society at large to that of the individual, 
and the position of the moral philosopher with respect 
to the prevalent moral code, will be expressly treated in 
the two next Chapters, and hence it would be superfluous 
to say more on this subject in the present place. 

Besides the general moral sentiment pervading society 
at large, there are also to be found, in any complex society, 
special forms of moral sentiment peculiar to smaller aggre- 
gates. Just as the moral sentiment of society at large is 
enforced by what may be called the general social sanction, 
consisting of approbation and disapprobation, with certain 
social rewards and penalties consequent thereon and im- 
posed by the whole society ; so are there special social 
sanctions, often more stringent and effective than the 
general social sanction, recognised by these smaller aggre- 
gates and enforcing the moral sentiment approved of by 
them. If wc require instances of these special forms of 
moral sentiment, and special social sanctions, they are to 
be found, at least in civilised society, everywhere around 
us, — in our family, in our circle of friends, in our club, in 
the profession to which we belong, in the class with which 
our interests are identified. There are no two families, no 
two circles of intimate friends, whose views of the duties 
and requirements of life are exactly the same, who would 
pass precisely the same judgment on all the moral acts 
and qualities which might be submitted to them. It is 
true that the same thing might also be said of the indi- 
viduals who compose these aggregates, but, by constantly 
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associating together, men form, as it were, a corporate 
opinion which they hold in common amongst themselves, 
and distinct from that of other bodies of a like character. 
To the special moral sentiment of families and groups of 
friends no specific name is given, but when men form them- 
selves into clubs, parties, professions, and the like, or when 
they are formed, by the gradual evolution of society, into 
classes, the body of moral sentiment which they hold distinct 
from the ordinary moral sentiment of society at large is 
distinguished by a specific name, as a taw or code of honour. 
Thus ‘ gentlenien,’ as such, arc said to have a code of 
honour, and we might with almost equal propriety speak 
of a code of honour as common to the working classes. 
Such a term could, at least, be used with the strictest 
propriety of the rules and sentiments obtaining in a 
Trade.s’ Union. Similarly, lawyers, doctors, clergymen, 
bankers arc said to have a code of honour, or, what 
amounts to the same thing, to observe certain rules of 
professional etiquette. The boys of particular schools, 
also, and ‘public-school boys’ in general, are supposed to 
have a code of honour peculiar to themselves. But the 
most conspicuous instances, perhaps, of these minor social 
sentiments and minor social sanctions, distinct from the 
general social sentiment and general social sanction, arc 
to be found among the officers of the army and navy; 
and the culminating instance, perhaps, is to be found in 
the historical one of the institution of chivalry, as obtaining 
among the knights of the middle ages. It is needless, 
however, to multiply instances. Every one’s observation 
will furnish him with a sufficient number of examples of 
rules and sentiments insisted on with the utmost per- 
tinacity within the limits of some particular aggregate, 
and having no validity beyond it. The special social 
sanciiotts^ as they may most appropriately be called, by 
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which these special rules and sentiments are enforced, are 
carefully to be distinguished from iht general social sanction 
which may most conveniently be taken to be conterminous 
\\’ith the country in which wc live or the race to which we 
belong. And here it may be remarked, in the first place, 
that the general social sanction, being enforced with the 
approval of the whole society, is far less likely to be 
arbitrary, harsh, or unjustifiable than the special social 
sanctions which are enforced only by small sections of 
that society. A large aggregate of men is more likely to 
find its way to sound principles of conduct than a small 
^S&*'cgatc, unless that small aggregate have some special 
qualifications for its task. Moreover, though the rules 
which arc found to be most conducive to the interests of 
some trade, profession, or class may be, and are very likely 
to be, also most conducive to the interests of the nation at 
large, it is quite possible that they may be the reverse, and 
that it may be the interest, if not the duty, of all other 
citizens to resist them. In this case, the utmost assistance 
and encouragement should be afforded to any-one within 
the trade, profession, or class who has the courage to stand 
aloof from his associates, and to set at defiance the so- 
called ‘code of honour.’ Instances of the pernicious 
character of rules such as those of which I am speaking 
are not far to seek. Rattening, duelling, and the persistency 
with which schoolboys refuse to give up the names of their 
comrades, even when they commit gross offences, will be 
familiar to every-one, and will be generally recognised as 
pernicious. But there are many rules of professions, and 
many sentiments current in particular classes of society, 
which, when closely examined, would be found, if not 
equally pernicious, at least equally irrational. It is, 
perhaps, to these more special forms of moral sentiment, 
whether they be ‘codes of honour,’ ‘rules of the trade,’ 
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etiquette of the profession,’ or by whatever name they 
may be called, that the criticisms of the moralist can, at 
present, be most usefully and most effectively applied. 
But, even here, he must recollect that he is dealing with 
what IS founded on some reason or other, with what has 
a history and is, possibly, inextricably bound up with many 
other rules and obscr\'ances, and that, till he has attempted 
to trace all the probable results of interference, it will be 
rash to put forth his hand and destroy. And, above all, 
he must recollect that the ‘esprit de corps’ of any small 
aggregate of men is, as such, always an ennobling and in- 
spiriting sentiment, and that, unless it detach them too 
much from the rest of the community, and is attended 
with plainly pernicious consequences to the society at 
large, it is unwise, if not reckless, to seek to impair it. 

Before concluding this chapter, it should be remarked 
that a too emphatic and exclusive insistence on ‘codes of 
honour,’ and, speaking generally, on the moral ideal and 
moral sentiment of particular classes, is apt to divert the 
attention of men from the dictates of wider codes and the 
more general principles of morality. The VVahhabee wlio 
would on no account smoke tobacco, but who thinks lightly 
of murder and adultery, or the Pharisee who tithes his mint 
and cummin and anise, and who would not profane the 
Sabbath by helping his neighbour out of a pit, though he 
would have no hesitation in devouring widows’ houses or 
committing gross acts of injustice, are no inadequate re- 
presentatives of what is constantly going on around us. 
Men of ruined fortunes will often pay their ‘debts of 
honour,’ though they will leave far more equitable claims 
unsatisfied. A man, whose attention is unduly concen- 
trated on particular points of a moral code, is almost 
certain to overlook others, though they may be of far 

N 
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more importance. This absorption, too, in what may be 
called class or professional morality has frequently a most 
injurious effect in blinding men to the claims of those 
outside their own class or profession. A mediaeval knight, 
who was keenly alive to the sufferings of a noble lady, 
had little sympathy for the sufferings of a villein. A 
lawyer, a doctor, a clergyman, or an officer, who will be 
grossly scandalised by a breach of professional etiquette, 
will have no scruple in being rude or arrogant to his in- 
feriors. And here, perhaps, I may venture to suggest 
that it is well worthy of consideration whether the con- 
stant reiteration of the word ‘gentlemanly,’ especially in 
our school and university education, as if a ‘ gentleman ’ 
had necessarily and on all points a different .standard 
of moral conduct from the rest of mankind, is not apt to 
engender a disregard and contempt of the feelings and 
interests of the lower classes, — a disregard and contempt 
which is, perhaps, one of the most dangerous symptoms 
of our present form of social life. Those, at any rate, who 
are entrusted with the grave responsibilities of education, 
ought to do everything in their power to soften class- 
distinctions, and, at least, to avoid, by any word or deed, 
widening those breaches which to every student of society 
already appear fraught with so much danger to the future. 

On the importance of the class of feelings just discussed 
it is unnecessary to dilate. By means of the social sanction 
each man is constituted the guardian of his neighbour’s 
conduct, — in a very real sense his brother’s keepe^^ Every 
one’s experience will furnish him with numberless ex- 
amples of the supreme influence often exerted by the 
opinion of a man’s circle, by custom, and even by fashion. 
These, in some points, and specially in the case of men 
of weak will and undetermined character, are often far 
more powerful forces in shaping human conduct than 
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the commands of the law, the dictates of religion, or even 
a man’s own sense of right and wrong The social 
sanction of praise or blame, of approving or disapproving 
looks, of kindly or sarcastic and bitter language, is one 
from which, living, as we do, in constant intercourse 
with each other, we never escape; it is ever operative; it 
reaches to the most minute details of our daily conduct. 
Hence the danger of attaching too much weight to it, 
and the duty, incumbent on the moralist, of reviewing its 
decisions and properly adjusting its claims with those of 
the other influences which ought to control our conduct 

The feelings of Pride and Vanity, of Envy and Jealou.sy, 
which might seem to have some claim to be treated in this 
Chapter, it has been found more convenient to treat, the 
former under the head of the Self-Regarding, the latter 
under that of the Resentful Feelings. 

^ It is most important to notice not only the acts sanctioned by law or 
morality which arc forbidden by custom^ but also the acts sanctioned by 
custom which arc forbidden by law or morality* Thus, smuggling and 
duelling, though forbidden by law and, as may be seen on the slightest 
rellexion, by the most elementary principles of morality, arc, if not sanctioned, 
at least but very faintly condemned by the general opinion of most European 
countries* It ought (0 be one object of education to shew that such acts 
05 these are really wrong, and thus to enlist the general voice of society 
on the side of taw and reason. 

And here it may be observed that the social standard, as applied to 
conduct, niay often be advantageously corrected not only by what is strictly 
called the moral standard, derived from or approved by our onvd reflexion, 
but also by the legal standard. For, as I have said elsewhere, *the laws 
• of a country express, as a rule, the sentiments of the wisest and most 
experience of its citirens, and hence wc might naturally expect that they 
would be in advance of the average moral sentiment of the people, os well 
as of the social traditions of {Articular professions or classes.* Progressive 
Morality, pp. 14^ 15. 
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CHAPTER V. 


Ofi Moral Approbation and Disapprobation. 

Objects of the thus denominated. Analysis of the entire process. 

Peculiar attributes ascribed to the Moral Faculty. Variation of the 

Moral Sentiment. Functions of the Moral Faculty. 

In the last chapter the group of feelings considered 
were all various forms or degrees of the Love of Appro- 
bation or Fear of Disapprobation. But I did not enter, 
except incidentally in one or two cases, on the considera- 
tion of the various kinds of acts or qualities which might 
be the object of those feelings. Now these acts or qualities, 
it is plain, might be of the most different description ; 
such, for instance, as personal appearance, prowess, skill, 
industry, the possession of power or wealth, literary, 
artistic, or intellectual ability, and innumerable others. 
But one kind of these acts and qualities is so important, 
and so intimately concerns the moralist, that, when ap- 
probation and disapprobation are applied to them, they 
receive the specific names of moral approbation and moral 
disapprobation. The acts in question are those we de- 
nominate right or wrong ; the qualities are those which . 
constitute the moral character. Of such acts and qualities, 
and of the feelings with which we regard them, much has 
already been said incidentally in the preceding chapters. 
But in this and the next chapter, I shall proceed more 
formally and expressly to consider, first, the nature of 
Moral Approbation and Disapprobation strictly so called ; 



OBJECTS OF THE MORAL FEELINGS. 


i8i 

and, subsequently, the character of those acts and qualities 
which we denominate right and wrong, or, in other words, 
the nature of the idea of Rectitude. The problem in both 
cases is really the same, but it will be advantageous to 
approach it from different sides. 

In the present chapter, the object of enquiry will be 
the nature of Moral Approbation and Disapprobation. 
And it will be convenient to consider, first, the charac- 
teristics of those actions or qualities which arc the objects 
of the feelings thus denominated, including our relative 
estimate of the motives and results of actions ; secondly, 
the analysis of the entire process of moral approbation 
or disapprobation ; thirdly, the explanation of various 
peculiarities which arc commonly ascribed to the Moral 
Faculty, such as its authoritativeness, its absoluteness, its 
supremacy, its immediacy ; fourthly, a circumstance which 
appears to be inconsistent with these attributes, the vary- 
ing character of our moral judgments, or, as it is generally 
phrased, the variation of the moral sentiment ; and, finally 
the several functions of the Moral Faculty. 

(i) I shall begin with the question: What arc the 
characteristics of those actions or qualities which elicit 
the feelings of moral approbation or disapprobation? 

All those acts*, it seems to me (and from the charac- 

• The following pages (pp. 181-194) have adajUcd, with slight modi- 

fications, from Ch.ap. 3 of iny ' Pfogressi^e Morality.’ It must J>c distinctly home 
in mind that, in this first section, I am cngagetl only with Mie Relinks of 
Moral Approbation and Disapprobation ; the analysis of the entire process 
being deferred to the sccontl section. At the same time, in attempting to 
determine the objects to which the feelings attach themselves, it is impossible 
to avoid all consideration of the judgments on which such feelings are 
consequent, or which are implicated with them. It should also be rcinarkeil 
that, in the discussion which immediately follows, I have in mind only the 
particular acta of individual persons, or of definite aggregates of persons, 
and not large classes of actions, considered in the abstract, a distinction 
the importance of which will be pointed out subsequently. See pp. < 95 > ^ 9 ^* 
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tcristics of the acts those of the qualities, which give birth 
to them, can easily be inferred), which elicit a distinc- 
tively moral feeling have been the result of some conflict 
amongst the various appetites, desires, and affections, or, 
to adopt the more ordinary phraseology, of a conflict of 
motives. W’^e neither approve nor disapprove of acts with 
regard to which there seems to have been little or no choice, 
which appear to have resulted naturally from the pre- 
existing circumstances. It is difficult to see, if there are 
no considerations present to a man’s mind inducing him 
to act wrongly, why we should praise him for acting 
rightly ; or, contrariwise, why, if there are no considera- 
tions present to his mind inducing him to act rightly, we 
should blame him for acting wrongly. When the good 
or evil inducements have been eliminated by the forma- 
tion, respcctivcly,.of a bad or a good habit, it seems to me 
(as I shall presently state more fully) that the proper 
object of our blame or praise is the habit or character and 
not the act ; or, in other words, the permanent moral condi- 
tion and not the v’olition immediately preceding action. 

Another characteristic of acts wliich we praise or blame, 
in the case of others, or approve or disapprove, on reflexion, 
in our own case, seems to be that they must possess some 
importance. The great majority of our acts are too 
trivial to merit any notice, such as is implied in a moral 
judgment. When a man makes way for another in the 
street, or refrains from eating or drinking more than is 
good for him, neither he nor the bystander probably ever 
thinks of regarding the act as a meritorious one. It is 
taken as a matter of course, though the opposite conduct 
might, under certain circumstances, be of sufficient im- 
portance to incur censure. It is impossible here, as in 
most other cases where we speak of ‘ importance/ to draw 
a definite line, but it may at least be laid down that an 
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act, in order to be regarded as moral or immoral, must 
be of sufficient importance to arrest attention, and 
stimulate reflexion. 

Thus far, then, we have arrived at the conclusion that 
acts which are the objects of moral approbation and dis- 
approbation must have a certain importance, and must be 
the result of a certain amount of conflict between different 
motives. But we have not as yet attempted to detect any 
principle of discrimination between those acts which are 
the objects of praise or approbation and those which are 
the objects of censure or disapprobation. Now it seems 
to me that such a principle may be found in the fact that 
all those acts of others which we praise or those acts of 
ourselves which, on reflexion, we approve involve some 
amount of sacrifice, whereas all those acts of others which 
wc blame, or those acts of ourselves which, on reflexion, 
we disapprove involve some amount of self-indulgence. 
The conflict is between a man’s own lower and higher 
good, or between his own good and the greater good of 
others, or, in certain cases, as wc shall sec presently, 
between the lesser good of some, reinforced by considera- 
tions of self-interest or partiality, and the greater good 
of others, not so reinforced, or even, occasionally, between 
the pleasure or advantage of others and a disproportionate 
injury to himself; and he who, in the struggle, gives the 
preference to the former of these motives usually becomes 
the object of censure or, on reflexion, of self-disapproba- 
tion, while he who gives the preference to the latter 
becomes the object of praise or, on reflexion, of self- 
approbation. I shall endeavour to illustrate this position 
by a few instances mostly taken from common life. We 
praise a man who, by due economy, makes decent pro- 
vision for himself in old age. as we blame a man who 
fails to do so. Quite apart from any public or social 
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considerations, we admire and applaud in the one man 
the power of self-restraint and the habit of foresight, 
which enable him to subordinate his immediate gratifica- 
tions to his larger interests in the remote future, and to 
forego sensual and passing pleasures for the purpose of 
preserving his self-respect and personal independence in 
later life. And we admire and applaud him still more, 
if to these purely self-regarding considerations he adds 
the social one of wishing to avoid becoming a burden 
on his family or his friends or the public. Just in the 
same way, we condemn the other man, who, rather than 
sacrifice his immediate gratification, will incur the risk of 
foifeiting his self-respect and independence in after years 
as well as of making others suffer for his improvidence. 
A man who, by the exercise of similar economy and 
forethought, makes provision for his family or relations 
we esteem still more than the man who simply makes 
provision for himself, because the sacrifice of passing 
pleasures is generally still greater, and because there is also, 
in this case, a total sacrifice of all self-regarding interests, 
except, perhaps, self-respect and reputation, for the sake 
of others. Similarly, the man who has a family or rela- 
tions dependent upon him, and who neglects to make 
future provision for them, deservedly incurs our censure 
far more than the man who merely neglects to make 
provision for himself, because his self-indulgence has to 
contend against the full force of the social as well as 

the higher self-regarding motives, and its persistence is, 
therefore, the less excusable. 

I will next take the familiar case of a trust, voluntarily 
undertaken, but involving considerable trouble to the 
trustee, a case of a much more complicated character 
than the last. If the trustee altogether neglects or does 
not devote a reasonable amount of attention to the affairs 
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of the trust, there is no doubt that, besides any legal 
penalties which he may incur, he merits moral censure. 
Rather than sacrifice his own ease or his own interests, 
he violates the obligation which he has undertaken and 
brings inconvenience, or possibly ’disaster, to those whose 
interests he has bound himself to protect. But the 
demands of the trust may become so excessive as to tax 
the time and pains of the trustee to a far greater e.xtent 
than could ever have been anticipated, and to interfere 
seriously with his other employments. In this case no 
reasonable person, I presume, would censure the trustee 
for endeavouring, even at some inconvenience or expense 
to the persons for whose benefit the trust existed, to 
release himself from his obligation or to devolve part of 
the work on a professional adviser. While, however, the 
work connected with the trust did not interfere with other 
obligations or with the promotion of the welfare of others, 
no one, I imagine, would censure the trustee for con- 
tinuing to perform it, to his own inconvenience or dis- 
advantage, if he chose to do so. His neighbours might, 
perhaps, say that he was foolish, but they would hardly go 
to the length of saying that he acted wrongly. Neither, 
on the other hand, would they be likely to praise him, 
as the sacrifice he was undergoing would be out of pro- 
portion to the good attained by it, and the interests of 
others to which he was postponing his own interests would 
not be so distinctly greater as to warrant the act of sclf- 
effacement But now let us suppose that, in attending 
to the interests of the trust, he is neglecting the interests 
of others who have a nearer claim upon him, or impairing 
his own efficiency as a public servant or a professional 
man. If the interests thus at stake were plainly much 
greater than those of the trust, as they might well be, 
the attitude of neutrality would soon be converted into 
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one of positive censure, unless he took means to extricate 
himself from the difficulty in which he was placed. 

The supposition just made illustrates the fact that the 
moral feelings may attach themselves not only to cases in 
which the collision is between a man’s own higher and 
lower good, or between his own good and that of another, 
but also to those in which the competition is entirely 
between the good of others. It may be worth while to 
illustrate this last class of cases by another example. 

I will take one from the very familiar instance of a man 
having to appoint to, or vote in the election to, a vacant 
office or situation. The interests of the public service or 
of some institution require that the most competent can- 
didate should be preferred. But a relative, or a friend, or 
a political ally is standing. Affection, therefore, or friend- 
ship, or loyalty to party ties often dictates one course of 
conduct, and regard for the public interests another. When 
the case is thus plainly stated, there are probably few men 
who would seriously maintain that we ought to subordinate 
the wider to the narrower considerations ; and still, in 
practice, there are few men who have the courage to act 
constantly on what is surely the right principle in this 
matter, and, what is worse still, even if they did, they 
would not always be sustained by public opinion, while 
they would be almost certain to be condemned by the 
circle in which they move. So frequently do the difficulties 
of this position recur, that I have often heard a shrewd 
friend observe that no man who was fit for the exercise 
of patronage would ever desire to be entrusted with it 
The moral rule in ordinary cases is plain enough ; it is 
to appoint or vote for the candidate who is most com- 
petent to fulfil the duties of the post to be filled up. 
There are exceptional cases in which it may be allowable 
slightly to modify this rule, as where it is desirable to 
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encourage particular services, or particular nationalities, 
or the like, but, even in these cases, the rule of superior 
competency ought to be the preponderating consideration. 
Parliamentary and, in a lesser degree, municipal elections, 
of course, form a class apart. Here, in the selection of 
candidates within the party, superior competency ought 
to be the guiding consideration, but, in the election itself, 
the main object being to promote or prevent the passing 
of certain public measures, the elector quite rightly votes 
for those who will give effect to his opinions, irrespectively 
of personal qualifications, though, even in these cases, 
there might be an amount of unfitness which would 
warrant neutrality or opposition. Peculiarly perplexing 
cases of competition between the rival claims of others 
sometimes occur in the domain of the resentful feelings 
which, in their purified and rationalised form, constitute 
the sense of justice. My servant, or a friend, or a relative, 
has committed a theft. Shall I prosecute him ? A general 
regard to the public welfare undoubtedly demands that 
I should do so. There are few obligations more impera- 
tive on the individual citizen than that of denouncing and 
prosecuting crime. But, in the present case, there is the 
personal tie, involving the obligation of protection and 
assistance. This tie, obviously, must count for something, 
as a rival consideration. No man, except under the most 
extreme circumstances, would prosecute his wife, or his 
father, or his mother. The question, then, is how far this 
consideration is to count against the other, and much 
must, evidently, depend on the degree of relationship or 
of previous intimacy, the time and amount and kind of 
service, and the like. A similar conflict of motives arises 
when the punishment invoked would entail the culprits 
ruin, or that of his wife or family or others who are de- 
pendent upon him. It is impossible, in cases of this kind. 
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to lay down beforehand any strict rules of conduct, and 
the rectitude of the decision must largely turn on the 
experience, skill, and honesty of the person who attempts 
to resolve the difficulty. 

Instances of the last division, where the conflict is 
between the pleasure or advantage of others and a dis- 
proportionate injury to oneself, are of comparatively in- 
frequent occurrence. It is not often that a man hesitates 
sufficiently between his own manifest disadvantage and 
the small gains or pleasures of his neighbours to make 
this class of cases of much importance to the moralist. 
As a rule, we may be trusted to take care of ourselves, 
and other people credit us sufficiently with this capacity 
not to trade very much upon the weakness of mere good- 
nature, however much they may trade upon our ignorance 
and folly. The most familiar example, perhaps, of acts of 
imprudence of the kind here contemplated is to be found 
in the facility with which some people yield to social 
temptations, as where they drink too much, or bet, or 
play cards, when they know that they will most likely 
lose their money, out of a feeling of mere good fellowship ; 
or where, from the mere desire to amuse others, they give 
entertainments which arc beyond their means. The gravest 
example is to be found in certain cases of seduction. 
Instances of men making large and imprudent sacrifices 
of money for inadequate objects are very rare, and 'are 
rather designated as foolish than wrong. With regard to 
all the failings and offences which fall under this head, it 
may be remarked that, from theirTalse show of generosity, 
society is apt to treat them too venially, except where they 
entail degradation or disgrace. If it be asked how actions 
of this kind, seeing that they are done out of some regard 
to others, can be described as involving self-indulgence, 
or the resistance to them can be looked on in the light 
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of sacrifice, it may be replied that the conflict is between 
a feeling of sociality or a spirit of over-complaisance or 
the like, on the one side, and a man’s self-respect or a 
regard to his own highest interests, on the other, and that 
some natures find it much easier to yield to the former 
than to maintain the latter. It is quite possible that the 
spirit of sacrifice may be exhibited in the maintenance, 
against temptation, of a man's own higher intere.sts, and the 
spiritofsclf-indulgencc in weakly yielding to a perverted sym- 
pathy or an exaggerated regard for the opinions of others. 

Before concluding this division of the subject, there arc 
a few objections to be met and explanations to be made. 
In the first place, it may be objected that the theory I 
have adopted, that the moral feeling is excited only where 
there has been a conflict of motivc.s, runs counter to the 
ordinary view, that acts proceeding from a virtuous or 
vicious habit are done without any struggle and almost 
without any consciousness of their import. I do not at 
all deny that a habit may become so perfect that the acts 
proceeding from it cease to involve any struggle between 
conflicting motives (though it is. of course, always itself 
the result of such struggles in the pa.st) ; but, in this case, 
I conceive that our approbation or disapprobation is trans- 
ferred from the individual acts to the habit from which 
they spring, and that what we really applaud or condemn 
is the character rather than the actions, or at least the 
actions simply as indicative of the character. And the 
reason that we often praise or blame acts proceeding from 
habit more than acts proceeding from momentary impulse 
or immediately precedent deliberation is that we associate 
such acts with a good or evil character, which we regard 
as potentially productive of numberless acts of the same 
kind, and as, therefore, of far more importance than an 
individual action determined by temporary causes. 
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It may possibly have occurred to the reader to ask 
why, in treating of moral approbation and disapprobation, 

I Itavc referred usually to the social sanction of praise 
and blame rather than to the distinctively moral sanction 
of self-approbation and self-disapprobation. I have em- 
ployed this language solely for the sake of convenience, 
and to avoid the cumbrous phraseology which the employ- 
ment of the other phrases would sometimes have occasioned. 
In a civilised and educated community, the social sentiment 
may. on almost all points except those which involve 
obscure or delicate considerations of morality, be taken 
to be identical with the moral sentiment of the most 
reflective members of the society, and hence in the 
tolerably obvious instances which I have selected there 
was no need to draw any distinction between the two, 
and I have felt myself at liberty to be guided purely by 
considerations of convenience. All that I have said of 
the praise or blame, the applause or censure, of others, 
of course, admits of being transferred to the feelings with 
which, on reflexion, we regard our own acts. 

I am aware that the expressions, ‘ higher and lower 
good,’ ‘ greater and lesser good,' arc more or less vague. 
But the traditional acceptation of the terms sufficiently 
fixes their meaning to enable them to serve as a guide 
to moral conduct and moral feeling, especially when 
modified by the experience and reflexion of men who 
have given habitual attention to the working of their 
own motives and the results of their own practice. As 
I shall shew in the next chapter, any terms which we 
employ to designate the test of moral action and the 
objects of the moral feeling are indefinite, and must 
depend, to some extent, on the subjective interpretation 
of the individual. All that we can do is to avail ourselves 
of the most adequate and intelligible terms that we can 
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find. But, admitting the necessary indefinitcncss of the 
terms, it may be asked whether it can really be meant, 
as a general proposition, that the praise of others and our 
approbation of ourselves, on reflexion, attach to acts in 
which we subordinate our own good to the greater good 
of others, however slight the preponderance of our neigh- 
bour’s good over our own may bo. If we have to undergo 
an almost equal risk in order to save another, or, in order 
to promote another’s interests, to forego interests almost as 
great, is not our conduct more properly designated as 
weak or quixotic, than noble or generous? This would 
not, I think, be the answer of mankind at large to the 
question, or that of any person whose moral sentiments 
had been developed under healthy influences. When a 
man, at the risk of his own life, saves another from 
drowning, or, at a similar risk, protects his comrade in 
battle, or, rushing into the midst of a fire, attempts to 
rescue the helpless victims, surely the feeling of the by- 
standers is that of admiration, and not of pity or contempt. 
When a man, with his life in his hands, goes forth on a 
missionary or a philanthropic enterprise, like Xavier, or 
Henry Martyn, or Howard, or Livingstone, or Patteson, 
or when a man, like Frederick Vyner, insists on trans- 
ferring his own chance of escape from a murderous gang 
of brigands to his married friend, humanity at large rightly 
regards itself as his debtor, and ordinary men feel that 
their very nature has been ennobled and exalted by his 
example. But it is not only these acts of widely recog- 
nised heroism that exact a response from mankind. In 
many a domestic circle, there are men and women, who 
habitually sacrifice their own ease and comfort to the 
needs of an aged or sick or helpless relative, and, surely, 
it is not with scorn for their weakness that their neigh- 
bours, who know their privations, regard them, but with 
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sympathy and respect for their patience and self-denial. 
The pecuniary risks and sacrifices which men are ready 
to make for one another, in the shape of sureties and 
bonds and loans and gifts, arc familiar to us all, and, 
though these are often unscrupulously wiung from a 
thoughtless or over-pliant good-nature, yet there are 
many instances in which men knowingly, deliberately, 
and at considerable danger or loss to themselves, postpone 
their own security or convenience to the protection or 
relief of their friends. It is in eases of this kind, perhaps, 
that the line between weakness and generosity is most 
difficult to draw, and, where a man has others dependent 
on him for assistance or support, the weakness which 
yields to the solicitations of a reckless or unscrupulous 
friend may become positively culpable. 

The last class of instances will be sufficient to shew 
that it is not always easy to determine where the good 
of others is greater than our own. Nor is it ever possible 
to determine this question with mathematical exactness. 
Men may, therefore, be at least excused if, before sacrificing 
their own interests or pleasures, they require that the good 
of others for which they make the sacrifice shall be plainly 
preponderant. And, even then, there is a wide margin 
between the acts which we praise for their heroism, or 
generosity, or self-denial, and those which we condemn 
for their baseness, or meanness, or selfishness. It must 
never be forgotten, in the treatment of questions of 
morality, that there is a large number of acts which we 
neither praise nor blame, and this is emphatically the case 
where the competition is between a man’s own interests 
and those of his neighbours. We applaud generosity; we 
censure meanness : but there is a large intermediate class 
of acts which can neither be designated as generous nor 
mean. It will be observed that, in my enumeration of 
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the classes of acts to which praise and blame, self-appro- 
bation and self-disapprobation attach, I have carefully 
drawn a distinction between the invariable connexion 
which obtains between certain acts and the ethical ap- 
proval of ourselves or others, and the only general con- 
nexion which obtains between the omission of those acts 
and the ethical feeling of disapproval. Simply to fall 
short of the ethical standard which we approve usually 
neither merits nor receives censure, though there is a 
degree of deficiency, determined roughly by society at 
large and by each individual for himself, at which this in- 
difference is converted into positive condemnation. A like 
neutral zone of acts which we neither applaud nor condemn, 
of course, exists also in the case of acts which simply affect 
ourselves or simply affect others, though it does not seem 
to be so extensive as in the case where the conflict of motives 
is between the interests of others and those of ourselves. 

It should also be remarked that, in all societies, and 
specially in civilised societies, there is a certain average 
standard of conduct, the observance of which is pre-sup- 
posed, and, consequently, under ordinary circumstances, 
excites no attention, and, thus, elicits no conscious feeling 
of approbation ; while, on the other hand, its breach would 
excite marked attention, and, thus, elicit marked reprobation. 

I do not praise a guest, or even a waiter, because he has 
not carried away any of my silver spoons, though I 
should express my condemnation loudly enough, were he 
to do so. It is, perhaps, needless to add that this average 
standard varies within very wide limits, so that acts or 
forbearances which in one age, or country, or social circle, 
are ‘a matter of course' and attract no attention, may, in 
another, be exceptional, and so become the objects of praise 
or blame. 

To sum up the results now arrived at, I may repeat that 

O 
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we praise, in the case of others, and approve, in our own 
case, all those actions (provided they be of sufficient im- 
portance to arrest our attention and stimulate our re- 
flexion), in which a man subordinates his own lower to 
his higher good, or his own good to the greater good of 
others, or, when the interests only of others are at stake, 
the lesser good of some to the greater good of others, as 
well as, under certain circumstances, those actions in which 
he refuses to subordinate his own greater good to the 
lesser good of others ; while we blame, in the case of 
others, and disapprove, in our own case, all those actions 
of the above kind, in which he manifestly and distinctly 
(for there is a large neutral zone of actions, which we 
neither applaud nor condemn) subordinates his own higher 
to his lower good, or the greater good of others to his 
own lesser good, or, where the interests only of others 
are at stake, the greater good of some to the lesser good 
of others, or, lastly, under certain circumstances, the greater 
good of himself to the lesser good of others, especially 
where that greater good is the good of his higher nature. 

Though the idea of Rectitude will not be subjected to any 
express examination, till we arrive at the next chapter, it 
should here be stated that those actions which I have been 
describing as the objects of Moral Approbation, whether in 
the case of ourselves or that of others, are denominated rights 
and, similarly, those which I have been describing as the 
objects of Moral Disapprobation, arc denominated lurong. 

Before proceeding further, it is desirable here to make a 
few remarks on a question which has much vexed and 
divided writers on Moral Philosophy, namely, whether the 
character of an action should be estimated by its motives 
or its results, or partly by the one and partly by the other. 
But I must first say a few words on the meaning of the 
terms themselves. By the results of an action, is meant, 
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of course, not the accidental results, which no ordinary 
foresight could have anticipated, and for which the agent 
cannot fairly be held to be responsible; but those results 
only which are the natural and calculable consequences 
of the intention, that is, of the volition immediately pre- 
ceding the overt act. Thus, if I fire a gun at random down 
a frequented street, and any one happens to be killed or 
wounded by my act, I am undoubtedly responsible for my 
criminal recklessness; but if I fire it in the middle of a 
desert, and some one, who happens to be skulking in a pit, 
is struck by the shot, how'cvcr much I may regret the 
occurrence, I can hardly, with justice, blame myself or be 
blamed by others. The results, in the latter case, are not 
such as are recognised cither by law or morality. Again, 
the word ‘motive’ admits of an ambiguity, which ought to 
be noticed, though it will not be found to afiTcct the subject 
now under consideration. Sometimes it is employed to 
signify the end or object wdiich the agent has in view, 
sometimes the appetite, desire, affection, or moral habitude 
which prompts him to seek that end. Thus we say, almost 
indifferently, that a man’s motive is selfishness, or to 
aggrandise himself, or, more specifically, to make money 
or reputation ; that it is compassion, or to relieve misery, 
or to alleviate the sufferings of some particular person ; 
that it is ambition, or to obtain some place or honour. 
Hut, in either sense of the word, the distinction between 
motives and results seems to be the same. Now, in 
attempting to determine the question at issue, it is most 
important to distinguish betw'ccn large classes of actions, 
such as murder, theft, lying, fulfilment of contracts, reci- 
procation of benefits, and the like, considered, as it were, in 
the abstract, and the particular acts of individual persons 
or of definite aggregates of persons. In the former case, 
the motives being so different in different instances, and 

O a 
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often so complex or obscure, abstraction is made of 
them, as of special circumstances, and the attention, in 
judging of the acts as a class, is directed exclusively, or 
almost exclusively, to the results. Murder and lying, for 
instance, regarded as classes of acts, seem to be reprobated 
on account of their pernicious consequences, with little or 
no regard to the motives which usually give birth to them. 
But, when wc come to the particular acts of individual 
persons or of definite aggregates of persons (which alone 1 
have thus far considered in this chapter, the general classes 
of acts coming more naturally into consideration in the 
next chapter, where the discussion will assume a more 
objective form), it seems to me impossible, in forming our 
judgment, to keep out of sight cither the predominant 
motive or motives, on the one side, or, on the other, the 
results, that is, the consequences resulting, cither to the 
agent himself or to others, from the choice of goods or 
evils which he makes. If a man builds a hospital, out of 
sheer vanity, I cannot, in sincerity, profess much admira- 
tion for his act. If, on the other hand, he builds an alms- 
house, which encourages laziness and thriftlessness, I 
cannot, ho\Vever benevolent his motives, regard his act as a 
commendable one. There seems to be a point at which 
the agent becomes morally responsible for defective intel- 
ligence and insufficient foresight. And, indeed, wherever 
the calculable results of an action, as above explained, are 
pernicious, this very fact is a proof either that the motives 
arc not properly rationalised, or not properly co-ordinated 
one with another ; or else that the agent fails either in 
that sustained patience or that mental capacity which is 
requisite to forecast the proper means to his ends or to 
trace the various consequences of his actions. Thus, the 
experience of the consequences, whether of our own 
actions or of those of others, ought to be continually 
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corrective of defects both in our motives and our intel- 
ligence, and, if it be not so, the fact is usually a sign of 
either indifference, thoughtlessness, or obstinacy. Except, 
therefore, in the one case of natural intellectual deficiency, 
there always seems to be, in the agent himself, some pre- 
ventable cause of pernicious action. And hence it is that 
the common sense of mankind seems hardly ever altogether 
to condone acts, the results of which are plainly and 
unmistakeably harmful, and, I think, never positively to 
commend them. At the same time, it admits the excel- 
lence of motives as an extenuating circumstance. In both 
these courses it finds its expression in the Law, which, 
though it quite rightly refuses to take account of motives 
in determining the criminality of an act, admits their 
consideration in mitigation of sentence. 

As excellence of motive extenuates, so badness of motive 
intensifies, our condemnation of pernicious action. In like 
manner, the better the motive or motives, the more we praise 
beneficial action ; while I question whether we ever really 
commend it, though by many men it may be condoned, 
when the motives, which gave rise to it, have been ascer- 
tained to be unquestionably evil. The detection of a venial 
motive, like vanity, however, may not be inconsistent with 
the award of a certain amount of praise to an act which 
is recognised as distinctly beneficial. 

Before dismissing this subject, there arc one or two 
observations which it seems important to make. One is 
that our motives arc very frequently mixed, and, in those 
cases, it is often very difficult to disentangle them — an 
additional reason why men, in general, are apt to look rather 
to the consequences of the acts than the motives of the agents. 
Another is that, in judging of the actions and principles of 
men in other times, countries, and circumstances, we 
ought, as far as possible, to put ourselves in their place. 
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and not only consider the maxims and courses of action 
adapted to their position but also limit our requirements 
to what might fairly be expected from them. In that case, 

I think', we should come to attach more importance to 
their motives than to the consequences of their acts, and, 
in some instances, even to approve their actions and 
principles, though, from our present stand-point, we see 
that they were attended with evil results. Lastly, in 
admitting the consideration of motives as partially deter- 
mining the moral character of particular acts, it is necessary 
to state that I am not recognising two ultimate tests of 
conduct, but only employing the same test in two different 
applications. Motives, so it seems to me, can only be 
called good or bad, in any intelligible sense, because they 
tend to produce good or evil, that is to say, beneficial or 
pernicious, actions ; or, to put it in what is perhaps a more 
precise form, because what is called a good motive, like 
gratitude or self-respect, has a tendency to produce benefi- 
cial rather than pernicious actions, and what is called a 
bad motive, like envy or avarice, has a tendency to produce 
pernicious rather than beneficial actions. If we found a 
motive, ordinarily reputed as good, frequently giving rise to 
pernicious actions, we should soon, I think, recognise a new 
variety of it with a dyslogistic name, as, in fact, has actually 
been the case with misplaced and perverted sympathy. 

V 

(2) I now proceed to enquire : what is the analysis of the 
entire process of moral approbation or disapprobation ? For 
the process is obviously not a simple one. The feeling, 
of which I have just been attempting to determine the 
objects, plainly implies a previous act of comparison and 
judgment, as is clearly shewn by the instances which have 
been selected in illustration of its operation. Hence the 
entire process of moral approbation or disapprobation 
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admits of analysis into at least two elements (which may 
be briefly designated as a moral judgment and a moral 
feeling), namely, an act of judgment on the character of 
the action, and a feeling of satisfaction or dissatisfaction, 
of approval or disapproval, consequent upon the judgment. 
If an action or quality is deemed right, it at once and 
inevitably excites a feeling of approval or satisfaction ; if 
wrong, of disapproval or dissatisfaction. 

But this analysis, though of great importance, by no means 
furnishes a complete solution of the difficulties. There still 
remain the questions, What is the nature of the ultimate 
feeling of approval or disapproval, and What is the character 
of the process which results in the moral judgment. 

It will be convenient, first, to consider the latter of these 
questions, and the best mode of approaching it will be to 
take some concrete instances. 

Take an act of cruelty. We have no hesitation in 
pronouncing such an act to be wrong, but how do we 
arrive at the judgment? We see, say, one man commit 
a brutal and unprovoked assault on another. This conduct 
excites the feeling of sympathy with the sufferer, of resent- 
ment against the offender, and, perhaps, by means of 
association, of fear or insecurity with regard to our own 
position. In this case, all these feelings combine to 
produce moral reprobation of the act. The feelings are 
all justified on reflexion, when we consider the circum- 
stances and consequences of the act, and we deliberately 
regard it as morally wrong, and worthy of punishment. 

Take, again, an act of self-sacrifice undertaken for some 
adequate end, as, for instance, where one man risks his own 
life for the sake of saving that of another. Here there is 
excited a feeling of admiration for the man who risks his 
life, of gratitude, when we put ourselves in the place of the 
man who is saved, and of faith, so to speak, in human 
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nature, when we perceive the capacity and willingness of 
men to help one another. As in the former case, all these 
feelings operate in the same direction ; only that, instead 
of reprobation, they produce approbation of the act. They 
are all justified on reflexion, and our deliberate judgment 
on the act is that it is virtuous and praiseworthy. 

Now, let us take some acts which excite more mixed 
feelings. A man, say, spends his money liberally, and 
with the best intentions, but does a good deal of harm 
by his indiscriminate charity. Here we sympathise with 
the kindly feeling which prompts the acts of generosity, 
and admire the self-denial which makes them possible ; 
but, when we trace the consequences, we cannot but regret, 
and sometimes even we resent or despise, the want of 
foresight which took no account of the ulterior mischiefs 
likely to result. If the foresight was such as we might 
reasonably expect to have been exercised, and still more 
if we suppose that the person himself had any suspicion 
of the tendency of his acts, the feeling of resentment may 
become really strong, and our final judgment may be 
adverse rather than favourable to its object. In the case 
of the agent’s conduct being clearly productive of more 
harm than good, our judgment could not, I think, be 
distinctly favourable ; at most it would be neutral, the 
excellence of the motives, even though insufficiently en- 
lightened, being allowed, under the special circumstances, 
to condone the pernicious consequences of the acts* and 
the want of forethought thereby evidenced. But, whatever 
the nature of the judgment, it is plain that it will be 
preceded by conflicting feelings, and formed on a review of 

^ 1 am, of course, not including such cases as those of charitable bequests 
which, from sheer alteration of circumstances, have come to be attended with 
effects different from those contemplated by the donor. In such cases, what 
may be called the historical sense comes in, and we measure the act by the 
circumstances of his time and not of our own. 
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opposing considerations. The judgment, if sufficiently 
decisive, will be followed by a feeling of approbation or 
disapprobation, as in the former instances, though it is 
probable that, owing to the comparative difficulty of 
arriving at a decision, it will be far weaker in degree. 

Again, take the case of a person perpetrating a crime 
through an intense feeling of sympathy for others, as where 
a daughter enables her father to escape from prison, or a 
mother steals food for her famishing children ; or the case 
of immoderate revenge, executed not on one's own behalf, 
but on that of a friend ; or the case of a man sacrificing his 
own interests, or those of his family, for some public object. 
All these cases will excite mixed feelings, and the final 
act of judgment, which may be arrived at only after con- 
siderable hesitation, will be the resultant of these feelings 
or rather of the judgments with which they are inextricably 
blended. It is plain, too, that different persons may arrive 
at different judgments, and, consequently, may entertain 
the feeling of approbation or disapprobation for the act as 
a whole, according as they overlook this or that circum- 
.stance, or according as the facts of their own mental 
history lead them to attach a peculiar significance to this 
circumstance or the other. 

In all these cases, as well as in the parallel cases where 
we reflect on past acts of our own, there arc, as it would 
seem, no Jess than four stages to be distinguished. First, 
there is the excitement of certain, often a great variety of, 
nascent feelings, sometimes operating in the same, some- 
times in diflerent directions^ Next, each of these nascent 

^ I am not speaking here, and have not been speaking in ihc foregoing ex* 
amples, of that previous * conflict of motives ' which seems to me to be always 
implied in any particular action which we denominate right or wrong, but of 
the feelings sulisequently excited io the mind on reflexion, whether the act 
thus contemplated be our own or that of another* These feelings may plainly 
all operate in one direction^ though in the state of mind which preceded the 
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feelings is attended by a judgment, such as that the act is 
prudent or imprudent, just or unjust, benevolent or malig- 
nant, wise or unwise, grateful or ungrateful, and the like. 
Thirdly, there is a comparison of these judgments, instan- 
taneous, where they all fall under the common category of 
right or wrong, but often long, elaborate, and hesitating 
where they fall partly under the one category and partly 
under the other ; fourthly, as a result of this comparison, 
we have a final judgment as to the character of the act, 
whereby it is pronounced definitively to be right or wrong, 
the judgment, however, being strong or weak, according as 
the individual judgments, of which it is the resultant, point 
in the same or in opposite directions. Lastly, when the 
intellectual process, thus analysed, is completed, there 
follows instantaneously and inevitably a feeling of satis- 
faction or dissatisfaction, approbation or disapprobation, 
according as the action is decided to be right or wrong. 
Human nature is so constituted, that there is no man in 
whom an act. when once regarded as wrong, does not 
excite a feeling of dissatisfaction, or in whom an act, when 
once regarded as right, docs not excite a feeling of satis- 
faction, however liable these feelings may be to be after- 
wards overpowered by, and so absorbed in, others. 

What then, it remains to be asked, is the nature of this 
ultimate feeling ? Is it original, and altogether distinct 
from those feelings which have already been examined, or 
does it admit of being explained by reference to them? 
It seems to me that, on reflexion, we are led to adopt the 

act, or the formation of the habit of which the act was the result, opposing 
motives were at work. Thus, to recar to the first example, a man who 
commits an unprovoked assault on another sabordinates the feelings of 
sympathy and self-respect, of which no man is entirely devoid, to an innate or 
acquired love of cruelty: but the spectator who condemns his conduct, or even the 
same man, when he reflects on his own act at a later period of life, may see in 
it no extenuating circomstances, so as to embarrass or modify his judgment. 
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latter alternative. What arc the classes of acts, under their 
most general aspect, which elicit the feelings of moral 
approbation and disapprobation ? They arc such, re- 
spectively, as promote or tend to promote, thwart or tend 
to thwart, the good either of ourselves or of others. Now 
the feelings of which these classes of acts are the direct 
object arc the self-regarding and the sympathetic feelings 
(for into these the resentful and semi-social feelings can 
ultimately be resolved), or, as they have been sometimes 
called, the egoistic and altruistic feelings. When any of 
these feelings arc gratified, we feel satisfaction ; and, on the 
other hand, when they arc thwarted, we feel dissatisfaction. 
These feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction arc called 
reflex feelings, because they are reflected, as it were, from 
the objects of our desires and affections. Amongst such 
reflex feelings, it seems to me, arc included those ultimate 
feelings which ensue on our moral judgments, and which 
are called distinctively moral approbation and disappro- 
bation. The two classes of feelings arc, however, by no 
means coextensive. When, for instance, wc gratify the 
appetites of hunger or thirst, or our love of curiosity or 
power, we feel satisfaction, but wc can hardly be said to 
regard the gratification of those appetites or desires with 
moral approval or disapproval. Wc perform thousands of 
acts, and see thousands of acts performed, every day, which 
never excite any moral feeling whatever. But there arc 
few men in whom an undoubted act of kindness or 
generosity or resistance to temptation would not at once 
elicit admiration or respect, or, if they reflected on such 
acts in their own case, of self-approval. Now, what arc 
.the circumstances which distinguish those acts which merely 
cause us satisfaction from those which elicit the moral 
feeling of approbation ? The answer to this question has 
already been given under the first head in this chapter, in 
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which I attempted to determine the specific objects of moral 
approval and disapproval ; and reference may, accordingly, 
be made back to that place. Putting together the state- 
ments made in this place and that, the ultimate feeling of 
moral approbation may be explained as an indirect or reflex 
form of one or other of the sympathetic or self-regarding 
feelings, or of some combination of such feelings ; occurring 
when, as the result of a moral judgment, we realise that, in 
matters involving, either now or previously, a conflict of 
motives, and of suflficient importance to warrant reflexion, 
one or other of these feelings, or some combination of them, 
has been gratified by the subordination of a lower to a higher 
good. It will be noticed that it is essential to the operation 
of this feeling that the gratification of the direct feeling 
should be justified on reflexion. Moral disapprobation 
may, of course, easily be explained, mutatis mutandis. By 
comparison with the next chapter it will be seen that I thus 
regard both the idea of Rectitude and the feeling of Moral 
Approbation of which it is the object as alike yielding to 
analysis. 

At the same time, it should be remarked that, by constant 
repetition, and from the fact that the several combinations 
of the direct feelings as well as the circumstances of the 
actions, to which they attach, arc of countless variety, the 
reflex feelings of moral approbation and disapprobation 
have a tendency to become dissociated, in our minds, from 
their antecedents, and so appear to acquire an independent 
and original character. The same remark, it will be found 
in the next chapter, also applies to the ideas of right and 
wrong. And thus, to those who are not accustomed to 
analyse their conceptions and feelings, it is a natural con- 
clusion that the ideas of right and wrong, as well as the 
feelings of moral approbation and disapprobation which are 
appropriate to them, are simple and inexplicable. 
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(3) It would seem as if in common parlance, and even by 
some philosophical writers, the ultimate feeling, which has 
just been under consideration, were often regarded as the 
sole and exclusive function of the principle variously 
designated as the Moral Faculty, the Moral Sense, the 
Conscience, or the like. This confusion between the entire 
process and a part of it will account for many of the attri- 
butes which have been ascribed to these terms, and which 
have often been the subject of keen controversy amongst 
speculative moralists. Thus, for instance, it is often said 
that the Moral Sense, Conscience, or whatever the Moral 
Principle may be called, acts vistantancously or immediately. 
This statement is undoubtedly true, if we confine ourselves 
to the feeling succeeding the final act of judgment ; but, 
if it be intended to apply to the whole process inter\‘ening 
between our first directing our attention to the act and the 
feeling of satisfaction or dissatisfaction which it ultimately 
excites, the statement is, at least in a great many cases, 
undoubtedly incorrect. There are, as we shall see presently, 
several instances in which the various processes recently 
discriminated are passed through so rapidly that they seem 
to form only a single process, and the action under review 
seems at once to excite our approval or disapproval ; but 
this is by no means universally the case, and, even where it 
is the case, the various stages may be distinguished in 
thought, though not in time. The hesitation, however, 
with which we pronounce our judgments, when conflicting 
feelings arc at work, is a matter of notoriety. 

Again, the Conscience or Moral Sense or Moral Faculty 
is sometimes called authoritative, or absolute, or supreme. 
As none of these attributes could possibly be applicable 
to an uncompleted process, it is plain that, so far as they 
apply at all, they apply to the final act of judgment and 
the feeling inseparable therefrom. But we must exercise 
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great caution in the employment of these terms, and in the 
associations which we connect with them. The final 
decision, as it is the total result of reflexion, is, of course, 
authoritative. Hut it can only be called absolute and 
supreme in the .sense that there is no appeal from it to any 
otlicr tribunal than to tlie subsequent action of Conscience 
itself. Hut there always is, or ought to be, an opportunity of 
making this appeal back to the Conscience itself, as guided 
by better information and further reflexion. We are, 
therefore, quite justified in using these attributes as ex- 
clusive of any external authority, but we are not justified 
in using them as exclusive of the subsequent and more 
matured judgments of the Moral Faculty, sitting, as a court 
of appeal, on its own previous decisions h 

That these and the like attributes, when thus limited 
and explained, arc not inconsistent with varying degrees 
of certainty in the ultimate act of judgment, and with 
varying degrees of strength in the ultimate feeling of 
satisfaction or di.ssatisfaction, will be plain on a little re- 
flexion. However hesitating the judgment we form, and 
however slight the satisfaction or dissatisfaction consequent 
thereon, it is, nevertheless, our judgment, formed to the 
best of our ability, and after duly reviewing all the con- 
siderations before us ; attended, moreover, by a feeling, 
distinct, however slight, of approbation or disapprobation. 
There is, by the very supposition made, no appeal from 
this judgment and this feeling, except it be, on some 
future occasion and after fuller information and further 
reflexion, to the same tribunal. We must, for the present 

• This paragraph must be taken as modifying, or perhaps rather as ex- 
plaining, the statement made in Part I, ch. a (p. 55) that ‘Conscience is not 
absolute in its moral judgments.’ There is another use of the word ‘ absolute,’ 
namely, as opposed to • relative,’ whidi is not true of Conscience in any sense. 
For each man's conscience is always relative to his eilucation, circumstances, 
and general intelligence. 
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at all events, be content to abide by them, and, if need be, 
to act on them, as the best lights available to us. But our 
judgment is by no means always, or even generally, a 
hesitating one. It is usually enforced by all. or a large 
majority of, the considerations present to our minds. It 
is in such cases especially that its authoritative character is 
apparent, and that, as we hardly contemplate the possi- 
bility of its reversal, it not unnaturally offers itself to us as 
practically absolute and supreme. 

Moreover, as already intimated, the whole process of 
moral approbation or disapprobation is often, to all 
appearance, instantaneous. When an act has been re- 
peated frequently, we come to repeat it unconsciously. 
Similarly, when several acts in a series have been con- 
stantly repeated in the same order, we likewise come to 
repeat them unconsciou.sly in that order. Hence, many of 
the moral actions or qualities which we praise or blame 
being exactly or almost exactly the same as those which 
we have frequently praised or blamed before, we run un- 
consciously along the various steps of the process, and it 
thus seems to us as if the whole process were instantaneous 
and immediate. So readily, in fact, do the moral actions 
and qualities, which occur to our minds, range themselves 
under classes, or associate themselves with similar actions 
or qualities experienced in the past, that, as life advances, 
wc seldom have to pause before pronouncing a judgment. 
The danger is lest wc should pronounce our judgments too 
much as a matter of course. The action or quality strikes 
us as like this, that, and the other of which wc have had 
previous experience, and the same judgment follows in- 
stantaneously and without consideration. It is not un- 
natural, then, that, the majority of our moral judgments 
being of this kind, we should come to regard all as being 
so ; and, hence, we have another reason for the immediate 
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and instantaneous character not infrequently ascribed, 
without exception, to our acts of moral approbation and 
disapprobation. 

The same considerations will easily shew how power 
or faadty of performing these processes came to be re- 
garded as an original and independent aptitude of the 
human mind. Those who regarded the act of approbation 
itself as incapable of analysis would naturally suppose that 
we arc endowed with a special faculty for performing it. 
And in such a supposition there is this much of truth, that 
mental powers and feelings, which have frequently occurred 
in conjunction or succession, have a tendency to coalesce, 
and so to assume the appearance of simplicity, where a 
deeper analysis will shew that there are really several parts 
of our nature in operation. The so-called faculties of 
imagination (that is to say. complex, not simple imagina- 
tion) and of generalisation will afford a good illustration of 
what I mean. 

It will be plain, from what has been said both in this 
chapter and elsewhere, that I regard the Moral Faculty as 
at once rational and emotional : forming, by means of 
reason, its judgments on the tendencies of actions, and 
determined to approval or disapproval, according as those 
tendencies fall in with or run counter to our conceptions 
of the greater good, which conceptions themselves have 
been determined by the interaction of the various feelings, 
as moderated, directed, and co-ordinated by the Reason. 

(4) It will now be easy to explain what to many who have 
reflected on these subjects has appeared so great an 
anomaly and difficulty ; namely that, while, in the case of 
any given individual at any given time, the moral senti- 
ments seem to be immediate, unhesitating, and absolute, 
the qualities thus stamped with approval or disapproval 
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by different individuals, or even by the same individual 
under different circumstances or at different periods of his 
life, may vary within almost any assig-nable limits. In the 
first place, we must bear in mind what has already been 
said as to the sense in which alone these attributes can 
strictly be assigned to the moral sentiments', as well as 
the hesitating character which often still attaches to many 
of our moral judgments. Then, bearing in mind these 
limitation.s, the variety is easily explicable; it is, in fact, 
just what wc should expect. In one man some self-re- 
garding feeling or other, in a second some sympathetic 
feeling or other, in a third some resentful feeling or other, 
in a fourth a semi-.social feeling, in a fifth some particular 
combination of these feelings, is predominant, and by this 
predominant feeling or group of feelings his conceptions 
of the greater and lesser good or evil, of right and wrong, 
arc sure to be more or less affected, though, of course, they 
may be far from being wholly, or even mainly, determined 
by it. A similar explanation plainly applies to the varying 
judgments and sentiments of the same man under different 
circumstances. What a man thinks right at one time, he 
may think wrong at another, and, consequently, what gives 
him satisfaction at one time may give him dissatisfaction 
at another ; in other words, the very same act may elicit 
approval at one time, disapproval at another. Now this 
difference is clearly owing to the different relations in 
which the various feelings may stand to one another at 

The expressiou ' inorat sontimciit ’ is used habitually in two senses, as 
the equivalent (l) of the moral fcelinjf of npprob.ition or dis-ipprobalion only, 
(3) of the entire moral process, including judgment as well as fcclijjg. It is 
in the latter sense, for instance, that we speak of the ‘ current moral sentiment ’ 
of any given age or country, meaning the opinions then and there prevalent 
on moral questions, icinforcc<l by the feeling of approbation or disapprobation. 

I have endeavoured (though I cannot be sure that there may not be an 
occasional oversight) to employ * moral sentiments’ uniformly in the former, 
and 'the moral sentiment’ unifonnly in the latter sense. 

P 
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different times or under different circumstances. The 
character of the actions approved or disapproved will 
depend on the bias of the approver or disapprover, and 
tliis bias will depend on his mental condition at the given 
time. It is true, to return to the case of different men, 
that the moral judgments, and, consequently, the moral 
sentiments, of two men whose passions and affections arc 
duly adjusted and under due control will, except so far as 
they arc inevitably influenced by and relative to their age, 
country, and surroundings, be identical. And it is pre- 
cisely one of the objects of moral philosophy to determine 
what this due adjustment and due control arc. The problem 
can only be solved by observing and tracing the conse- 
quences, internal and external, direct and remote, of our 
acts and dispositions, and as this calculation can, in several 
eases, only be made very roughly, there must always be 
several eases in which the answer of the moralist is some- 
what vague and faltering, but as time passes on, and as 
experience accumulates, and as knowledge advances, the 
number of such cases ought to be, and seems to be, 
gradually diminishing. 

It, perhaps, hardly needs to be pointed out that the 
theory just propounded may be called indifferently a 
theory to account for the variation of the Moral Sentiment 
or a theory to account for the different ideas of Right and 
Wrong. Right and Wrong arc, indeed, as has already 
been so often intimated, the specific ideas with which the 
Moral Sentiment is concerned. 

The foregoing theory may at once be illustrated and 
verified by considering a few examples of the singular 
divergences of ethical custom and opinion which have 
obtained in different countries and at different stages of 
civilisation. 

In savage life we encounter the greatest variety in the 
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moral sentiment. Not only do the moral ideas of savages 
differ materially, as we might expect, from those of bar- 
baric or civilised races, but they shew the most consider- 
able divergences amongst themselves. It is usually im- 
possible to predicate this or that moral idea of savages in 
general. ‘Among travellers abroad as well as philosophers 
at home,’ says Dr. Tylor, in a veiy valuable paper 
contributed to the Contemporary Review for April, 1873, 
‘there appear two contradictory opinions as to the moral 
state of savages. On the one hand, the ugliest stories 
are told to prove them brutal, filthy, licentious, false, and 
cruel ; on the other hand, there is pictured the simple 
idyllic life of the noble savage, man in the happy state of 
nature. The reason why notions so opposite should have 
arisen and maintained themselves, is mainly that there is 
truth in both. Looking toward the worst side of the 
picture, it is easy to collect a museum of repulsive traits. 
Think of the shivering limpet-pickers of Tierra del Fuego, 
sparing their dogs in famine time and eating their old 
women, because the dogs could catch otters and the old 
women could not,— or of the heavy-witted dwellers in the 
luxuriant forests of the Amazon.s, whose brutish indifference 
is only stirred to its depths by the craving for murderous 
revenge or the mad drunken orgies of the moonlight dance, 
— or of North American warriors standing round to watch 
the women and children prolong hour after hour with 
curious ingenuity the agonies of the tortured captive at 
the stake. Yet these may be balanced by many a story 
of the attractive traits of wild men’s life. Among American 
Indians, hospitality is a sacred duty. In the Mandan hut 
the pot was always boiling, and the hungry might come 
for meals at will ; the lazy loafer who would not hunt for 
himself was despised, yet no one disputed his claim to sit 
and cat. It was thus also in South Africa* Among the 
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Hottentots, he who had anything to divide would give till 
he had but a morsel left, and, though their food were 
hardly enough for themselves, they would call passers-by 
to partake. The thrifty Hollanders showed some surprise 
at the black men’s frechandedness, but their explanation 
was simple and conclusive, “ Dit is Hottentots Manier,” 
“ Tis I lottcntots’ fashion.” Or again, it seems to us a gentle 
touch in the old German poem, where Crimhilt’s rose- 
garden was fenced in with a single silken thread : — 

“ Sie het cin anger weite, mit rosen wol bekleit, 

Darumb so gieng ein maure, ein sciden faden fcin.’‘ 

Can modern days show any land so honest, that such 
slight fence can keep the garden against thieves? Yes, 
among the rude Juris of South America, Martius the 
Bavarian traveller saw gaps in the hedges round the 6elds 
mended with a single cotton thread, and the same slight 
barrier in times past served to hedge in the crops of the 
natives of Cumanak’ 

The variety of marriage laws among savages is well 
known. In some tribes, it is forbidden to marry without 
the tribe, in others to marry within it. In some tribes 
polygamy, in others polyandry is the established rule-. 

Again, in some savage tribes the greatest care is taken 
of the aged and infirm, while in others it is a moral duty 
to kill, and in some to cat, them. ‘On the whole,’ says 
Dr. Tylor, ‘the lower races maintain their old folks after 
they have fallen into useless imbecility, treating them with 
respectful and even tender considerateness, and among 
many tribes continuing this care till death. Among many 
tribes, however, filial kindness breaks down earlier. Such 
care of the incurable infirm seems too burdensome under 

’ pp- 703. 4 - 

’ See Sir John Lubbock's Origin of Civilisation, ch. 3, and M'Lennan's 
Primitive Marriage. 
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the hand-to-mouth conditions of the rudest savagery, and 
it is judged best on all hands to give up the hopeless 
attempt to preser\'e a useless and suffering life. Thus 
South American forest tribes had brought themselves to 
reckon the killing of the sick and aged a family duty, and 
in some cases they simply ate them. We realize the 
situation fairly among nomade hunting tribes, where the 
strain of actual necessity is irresistible. The clan must 
move in quest of game, the poor failing creature cannot 
keep up in the march, the hunters and the heavy laden 
women cannot carry him, he must be left behind. Many 
a traveller has beheld in the desert such heart-rending 
scenes as Catlin saw when he said farewell to the white- 
haired old Puncah chieftain, all but blind, and shrunk to 
skin and bone, crouched shivering by a few burning sticks, 
for his shelter a buffalo hide set up on crotches, for his 
food a dish of water and a few half-picked bones. This 
poor old warrior was abandoned by his own wish, when 
his tribe started for new hunting-grounds, even as years 
before, he said, he had left his own father to die, when he 
was no longer good for anything. It appears from classic 
records that various barbaric peoples in Asia and Europe 
kept up the savage practice within historical times. Such 
were the Massageta;, of whom Herodotus relates that when 
a man is extremely old, his assembled relations slay him 
and boil him with other meat for a feast, holding this the 
happiest kind of deatli ; or the Sardinians, whose law, 
according to lEUan, was for the sons to kill with clubs 
their aged fathers, and bury them, considering it shameful 
live on in bodily decrepitude. When a nation settled in 
the agricultural state has reached a moderate degree of 
wealth and comfort, there is no longer the excuse of 
necessity to justify slaying of the aged. Yet the practice 
may still go on, partly from the humane intent of putting 
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an end to lingering misery, but perhaps more through 
survival of a custom inherited from harder and ruder times. 
This is well marked among our Aryan race. Slavonic 
nations continued even after their conversion to Chris- 
tianity to put the aged and infirm to death, while among 
the Wends it is asserted that there was practised, as 
among the Massageta', the hideous rite of cooking and 
eating them. Old Scandinavian tradition tells of the 
worn-out warriors setting out for Walhalla by leaping from 
the (itlcrnis stapi or “ family rock while in Sweden, up to 
A. I). i6co, there were still kept in churches certain clumsy 
ancient clubs, known as dtta-klubbor, or “ family clubs,” 
wherewith in old days the aged and hopelessly sick were 
solemnly killed by their kinsfolk^.’ 

Amongst all savage races revenge, often taking the 
form of a wild and perv’crted sense of justice, is a far more 
dominant feeling than among civilised nations. In all 
savage races, too, the maxim ‘Thou shalt love thy neigh- 
bour and hate thine enemy* seems to obtain with full 
force, the neighbour being identified with those who are of 
the same tribe or clan, the enemy with those who are out- 
side it. Hence it is that among savage tribes it appears 
to hold universally that theft and homicide, while for- 
bidden and severely punished, if practised within the limits 
of the clan, arc not only allowed but encouraged and often 
rewarded, when the members of other clans are the victims. 
To quote once more from Dr. Tylor’s interesting article: 
* The teaching of the law of theft among the lower races 
is similar. Read the account of that fierce South American 
race, the Mbayas, whose pride and glory and prosperity 
were fed by the slaughter and plunder of other tribes. 
These warriors claimed divine sanction for their free- 
booting life ; the Great Eagle, they said, had bidden them 

• Contemporary Review for April 1873, pp. 704, 5. 



Chap. V.] MORAL SENTIMENT OF SAVAGES. 215 

to live by making war on all other tribes, slaying the men, 
taking the women for wives, and carrying off the goods. 
Or for an instance from Africa, read the description of a 
Zulu party who have stealthily crept upon a distant village 
and massacred men, women, and children, returning with 
exulting hearts and loads of plunder from the ransacked 
kraal flaring on the horizon behind them. Yet both 
Mbayas and Zulus, within their own tribe-limits, have their 
definite moral obligations as to property. Their law, 
“ thou shalt not steal,” applies only to tribesmen and allie.s, 
not to strangers and enemies. It is well known that many 
North American tribes had a high standard of honesty 
among themselves, but this standard simply was not held 
to apply to foreigners, and especially to the white men, 
whom they thought it no shame to rob or cheat h Mr. 
Sproat puts this well in describing the Ahts of Hritish 
Columbia. An article placed in an Indian’s charge on his 
good faith is perfectly safe, yet thieving is a common vice 
where the property of other tribes or of white men is con- 
cerned. But, he says, it would be unfair to regard thieving 
among these savages as culpable in the same degree as 
among ourselves ; for they have no moral or social law 
forbidding thieving, />., intertribal thieving, which has 
been commonly practised for generations. Here then we 
find well-marked among savages the ethical stage of the 
ancient Germans in Cjcsar's famous description ; “ larcenies 
beyond the bounds of each community have no infamy, 
but are recommended as a means of exercising the youth 
and of diminishing sloth." As Lord Karnes justly ob- 
serves, this was precisely the ease of the Highlanders of 
Scotland till they were brought into subjection after the 

* I cADnot refrain from adding, as an illustration, that, similarly, school- 
boys arc often guided by an entirely dUTcrent code of honour in their dealings 
with their masters from that which they observe among themselves. 
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rebellion of i/4j. The same causes act among certain 
classes or communities within the state, who, united by 
bonds of their own, look upon their fellow-citizens outside 
as foreigners. Our government has been of late engaged 
in putting down the criminal clans or castes of British 
India, clans whose moral law naturally seems to themselves 
virtuous, but which the authorities deem incompatible 
with the well-being of society. One of these clans is the 
Zaka Kliail of the Nortli-Wcst Provinces, whose peculiar 
profession is that of digging through the walls of stables 
and dwellings by night in order to plunder. When a man- 
child is born among this clan, they consecrate it for its 
duty of life by the following curious symbolic ceremony: 
passing the baby three times through a hole dug in the 
house-wall, they say over him three times, “ Ghal Shah !’* 
that is to say, “ Be thou a thief! ” 'In the midst of modem 
civilization, the principle of honesty within limits is 
expressed in the maxim, “ honour among thieves,” and 
worked out in the doctrine that outsiders, strangers, 
foreigners, and the rich are fair game, an opinion system- 
atically acted on by classes who have a higher standard of 
honesty in dealings with their relatives and friends, and 
even with their whole social class. All this accords with 
the view that the ordinance which civilized moralists pro- 
claim in the form of a universal law against theft cfoes not 
arise from a primary moral generalization, but is a product 
of advancing culture, the prohibition in its earlier and 
ruder forms applying only within the limits of the family 
or tribek’ 

These divergences, whether between savage races them- 
selves, or between savage life, as a whole, and barbaric or 
civilised life, may be fully accounted for from the special 
circumstances in which the tribes are or have been placed, 

‘ pp. 7«5-7‘7- 
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but it would carry me beyond my limits to enter on such 
an explanation in the present place. 

The life depicted in the Homeric poems, the customs of 
the savage and barbaric races described by Herodotus, 
the Aristotelian and Stoic ideals of the virtuous or wise 
man, the ascetic ideal of the early Christians, the chivalric 
ideal of the Middle Ages, the revived Platonism of the 
Renaissance, the stern codes of the Puritans, the lax 
casuistry of the Jesuits, are all illustrations of the shifting 
moral sentiment of different ages, creeds, and nations, and 
I may add, in my own opinion, of the relation which in- 
variably subsists between the prevailing forms of the moral 
sentiment and the other circumstances of any given age or 
country. 

The chivalric ideal exercised so powerful an influence 
through so many ages,*and presents, in many respects, 
such curious features, that it seems to deserve the peculiar 
attention of the moralist. ‘There are,’ says Mr. Hallam, 

‘ three powerful spirits, which have from time to time 
moved over the face of the waters, and given a pre- 
dominant impulse to the moral sentiments and energies 
of mankind. These are the spirits of liberty, of religion, 
and of honour. It was the principal business of chivalry 
to animate and cherish the last of these three. And 
whatever high magnanimous energy the love of liberty 
or religious zeal has ever imparted was equalled by the 
exquisite sense of honour which this institution preserved*.’ 
But with the very virtues of chivalry, — its valour, its 
frankness, its lively sense of honour, its gallantry, its 
magnanimity, its loyalty, its munificence, its courtesy, its 
alacrity to protect the weak and the wronged, — there 
were inextricably blended many serious defects of moral 
character which a more civilised and enlightened age 

* Middle Ages, Ch. IX. Pt. 11. 
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would, without scruple, pronounce to be vices. The 
gallantry of the knight had a tendency to degenerate 
into dissoluteness, nor were even the sanctions of religion 
sufficient to prevent the habitual violation of the marriage 
vow. An undue thirst for military renown was the natural 
result of a life so exclusively devoted to war. But the 
insufficiency of the chivalric code is, like that of all codes 
of honour, most apparent when the knight is brought into 
relation with persons of a different social grade from his 
own. His courtesy, his gallantry, his magnanimity, often 
his very munificence c.xist for the men and women of his 
own class only ; he has no regard for his inferiors ; 
towards them his attitude is simply one of indifference, 
if not of contempt and cruelty. This tendency of chivalry 
to narrow the sympathies and to widen the separation 
between the different classes of society is well illustrated 
by the following story, extracted by Mr. Hallam from 
Joinville, ‘who was himself imbued with the full spirit of 
chivalry and felt like the best and bravest of his age.- 
He is speaking of Henry count of Champagne, who ac- 
quired, says he, very deservedly, the surname of Liberal, 
and adduces the following proof of it. A poor knight 
implored of him on his knees one day as much money 
as would serve to marry his two daughters. One Arthault 
de Nogent, a rich burgess, willing to rid the count of this 
importunity, but rather awkward, wc must own, in the 
turn of his argument, said to the petitioner: My lord has 
already given away so much that he has nothing left. 
Sir Villain, replied Henry, turning round to him, you do 
not speak truth, in saying that I have nothing left to give, 
when I have got yourself. Here, Sir Knight, I give you 
this man and warrant your possession of him. Then, says 
Joinville, the poor knight was not at all confounded, but 
seized hold of the burgess fast by the collar, and told him 
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he should not go till he had ransomed himself. And in 
the end he was forced to pay a ransom of five hundred 
pounds. The simple-minded writer who brings this 
evidence of the count of Champagne’s liberality is not 
at all struck with the facility of a virtue that is exercised 
at the cost of others 

I will add only one more illustration, which I will take 
from the varying estimate put upon the virtue of Veracity. 
No one can have studied ancient literature to any serious 
purpose, whether sacred or profane, without noticing the 
little attention which this virtue there receives as compared 
with the frequent references made to it in the conversation 
and literature of our own times. The prohibition of the 
Ninth Commandment appears to be limited to judicial 
cases, and, at least till he arrives at the time of the 
Prophets, the reader of the Old Testament must be sur- 
prised to find how little the virtue of truthfulness in 
general is commended, and how seldom acts of untruth- 
fulness or deceitfulness arc reprobated. The same testi- 
mony is afforded by Greek literature. The general ad- 
miration for the wily and shiftful Odysseus is appropriately 
illustrated by the evident surprise with which Herodotus 
regards the scrupulous observation of the truth which was 
credited to the Persians*. And the maxims put by the 
same author into the mouth of Darius^, on the indiflcrcncc 

> ILillam’s Middle Ages, Ch. IX. Pt. II. 

^ Sec ilercKiotus, \. 136, 138. In the latter passA|;c he says <ii<Jx« 9 rov 
atrroict t 6 tf>fvSia0<u v^v6fuar<u. It would hardly occur to an Englishman of 
the present day to note this fact as a |>ccuUarity. The next basest things says 
Herodotus, amongst the Persians is to be in debt, for the ootc^wortby reason 
that it forces a man to tcU lies. ^ 

The prominence assigned, amongst the Persians^ to the virtue of Veracity 
is curiously illustrated in the Befaistun Inscription. Sec Appendix to Kawltnson's 
Herodotus^ voh ii. Cp. also the eloquent encomium on Truth, represented 
as having been pronounced by Zerubbabel to the presence of Darias, 1 Esdras, 

iv- 33-4^- 

’ See Herodotus^ III. 72. The speech of Darias occurs in the story of the 
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between truth and falsehood, so long as they both conduce 
to the same end, probably represents but too accurately 
some of the contemporary ethical teaching in Greece. 
Plato, in his Republic, dwells more on the legitimate ex- 
ceptions in favour of lying than on the general obligation 
to tell the truth. But, perhaps, the most remarkable proof 
of the comparatively low esteem in which Veracity was 
held by the Greeks, in the time of Aristotle and Plato, 
is to be found in the fact that Aristotle treats Truthfulness 
as only one of the secondary virtues, and even then under- 
stands by it rather truthfulness as to deportment and pre- 
tensions than what we call Veracity*. It is probably 
owing mainly to the development of commerce, and to 
the consequent necessity, in many eases, of absolute trust- 
worthiness, that Veracity has come to take the prominent 
position which it now occupies among the virtues ; though 
the keen sense of honour, engendered by Chivalry, may 
have had something to do in bringing about the same 
result. Among the Teutonic races, and especially amongst 
those of English origin, that position may be described 
as the primatial one, and to ‘ tell the truth,’ as already 
remarked, has with us become the point of honour. 
How far this was from being the ease even in the middle 
ages, the ages of faith and chivalry, is plain from the 
extraordinary sanctity and solemnity of the oaths by 
means of which the religious sanction was invoked to sup- 
plement the defective moral obligation to speak the truth. 

But, though the social virtue of Veracity or ‘telling the 
truth' is unquestionably held in higher esteem in modern 
times, and especially among ourselves, than it was in the 

Seven Conspiratore. The sentiments seem to be Greek rather than 
Persian. 

‘ Eth. Nic. IV. 7 . Aristotle does, however, in this chapter, make the 
general statement: Katf' avrO 81 t8 h'w ifxvSos ifnivKoy xal iptierby, r6 b' 

KoXiv itai inaiv(r6v. 
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ancient world, it may be doubted whether the intellectual 
virtue of the Love of Truth, or the pure and simple desire 
to ascertain the truth, — Truthfulness to oneself, as it might 
be called — was not more fully recognised by the ancients, 
and especially by the Greeks^, than it is by us. Many 
causes, especially, perhaps, the religious repression which 
so long existed in Europe, and which was frequently ex- 
tended from religion to the domains of literature, philo- 
sophy, and science, and the social and material penalties 
which even still often attach to any considerable aberration 
from the popular sentiment in such matters, have contri- 
buted to bring about this result. But it is a result which is 
much to be deplored, and it greatly concerns the moralist, 
and indeed every-one who cares for the moral and in- 
tellectual progress of mankind, to attempt to elevate the 
low tone of feeling ordinarily prevalent on this subject. 


(5) Having now discussed the objects, nature, and varia- 
tions of the Moral Faculty, I shall proceed to say some- 
thing of its functions. Its primary and obvious function 
is to pronounce judgment on the past acts of ourselves 
or of others, such judgment being attended with satis- 
faction in the case of an act which we believe to be right, 
and with dissatisfaction in the case of an act which we 
believe to be wrong. But the satisfaction or dissatisfac- 
tion which results from the contemplation of an act is so 
intimately associated with the act itself, that, in future, 
no sooner is the idea of the act presented to the mind, 

» The Greek sentimeot, or at least the scotimenl prc\-alcnt in cultivated 
circles in Greece, on this subject is beautifully embodied in the words of 
Aristotle, d>44>orK -jap CvTOtv tplKoiv (i.e. Plato and Truth) iatov w/jor./mv 
■Hiy diJ, 0 tuiy. Eth. Nic. I. 6 (1). But, perhaps, a still more striking ex- 
emplification of it is to be found in Plato’s own distinction between the spoken 
lie and the lie (or, as we should call it, error) in the soul ; the latter of which 
he, strangely, as it appears to us, calls the true and genuine lie. Sec 
Rep. p. 38a. A, B. 
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than it at once suggests the satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
which was previously experienced in reflecting upon it. 
In this manner, tlic pleasure or pain which has followed 
on the contemplation of an act, whether of ourselves or of 
others, becomes an incentive or a deterrent with reference 
to future acts of the same kind. If, for instance, I have 
committed some act of injustice, which I have subsequently 
recognised to be such, and which has, consequently, caused 
me pain, I am deterred from committing a similar act of 
injustice on another occasion by the pain and dissatisfac- 
tion which associate themselves with the past act. Or, if 
I have been disgusted at another man’s want of veracity, 

I am less likely to tell a lie of the same kind myself. The 
more intense the feeling of satisfaction or dissatisfaction, 
and the more frequently it has been experienced, the more 
strongly, of course, is the association rivetted, and the 
more likely is it to influence our future actions. Con- 
science, Moral Sense', or by whatever name the Moral 
Principle may be called, becomes in this way not only 
a faculty judging of past, but one prescribing future con- 
duct. It stimulates and checks as well as approves and 
disapproves. It may thus, without exaggeration, be styled 
the guide of life. Though its judgments must never be 
regarded as infallible, and though it always admits of 
further enlightenment and improvement, it is, in cases of 
emergency, our only resource ; for there are many cases 
in which, if we stopped to reflect, we should be lost, in 
which we are compelled, so to speak, to use the fruit of 
our former experiences. Moreover, if, as we ought to do, 
we understand by the moral faculty, not only an imme- 
diate but a reflective faculty, we may say that it is our 

* Of these two expressions, Conscience is the one usually appropriated 
to the moral principle, when regarded as impelling to or deterring from 
action. Thus, I might say ‘ my Conscience,’ but I could hardly say ‘ my 
Moral Sense’ impels me, or forbids me, to act on such or such a suggestion. 
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only guide on matters of conduct, under all circumstances 
whatsoever. Provided only that we are careful to bear 
in mind that this faculty requires education, hardly any 
epithet, except that of infallible, seems too exaggerated 
to apply to it. It is, in one sense, absolute ; for there is 
no appeal from it, except to itself. It is the supreme 
guide of life ; for, in the last resort, there is no other 
guide. It is the supreme judge of action ; for, in the last 
resort, there is no other judge. Nor need we attribute 
less importance to its functions, because we arc able to 
trace its origin and analyse its nature. For, in the words 
of Hartley, ‘all the pleasures and pains of sensation, 
imagination, ambition, self-interest, sympathy, and theo- 
pathy, as far as they arc consistent with one another, with 
the frame of our natures, and with the course of the world, 
beget in us a moral sense, and lead us to the love and 
approbation of virtue, and to the fear, hatred, and ab- 
horrence of vice. This moral sense therefore carries its 
own authority with it, inasmuch as it is the sum total of 
all the rest, and the ultimate result from them ; and 
employs the force and authority of the whole nature of 
man against any particular part of it, that rebels against 
the determinations and commands of the conscience or 
moral judgment*.’ 

The explanation offered in the present chapter, as it 
appears to me, accounts at once for the strength and the 
varying strength of the moral principle. In those cases 
where a variety of feelings, .sympathetic and self-regarding, 

‘ Hartley on Man. Part I, Ch. IV, Sect. 6. I have left this passage intact, 
though what Hartley calls the ‘ pleasures and pains of thcopathy' constitute, in 
the system of Ethics here expounded, a distinct sanction, namely, llie religious 
sanction; which, however, in the purer religions, co-operates with and in- 
tensifies the moral sanction. And iudeed, in its higher form, the religious 
sanction often becomes so inextricably blended with the moral sanction, that 
the two ore sometimes almost indistinguishable. See latter part of Ch. X. 
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have coalesced to form our moral judgments, they are 
simply irresistible. And each time they are repeated, 
they become stronger still, until at last wc find it next 
to impossible to conceive the reverse of them. They thus 
appear to be immediate, primary, absolute truths ; the 
‘ voice of God within us.’ But in those cases where our 
feelings or some of them act in mutual antagonism, though 
there will be a determination of the moral judgment in 
one direction or the other, it may be a comparatively weak 
one. Even here by constant repetition it may become 
stronger, but it is always liable to be reversed by the 
occurrence of some change in the relative strength of our 
feelings, or by the presentation of some new considerations 
to our understanding. \Vc sec, then, not only how the 
‘conscience’ or ‘moral sense’ may be said to be strong in 
one man and weak in another, but how, even in the same 
man, it may be weak on some points and strong on others. 

After what has been said, it, perhaps, hardly needs to 
be remarked that the feeling of moral approbation or 
disapprobation, when applied to our own actions and 
characters, thus assuming the form of self-approbation or 
self-disapprobation, constitutes the moral sanction, strictly 
so called. It is this sanction which, to men of pure and 
elevated character, is the most powerful guardian of mo- 
rality, and, to all men, it remains as the ultimate guardian, 
when the other sanctions have become inoperative. 

The difficulties attaching to the questions treated of 
in this Chapter will be still further cleared up, when I 
have discussed the allied question how it is that one 
action comes to be denominated right and another wrong ; 
in other words, when I have analysed the idea of Recti- 
tude. To this task I proceed in the next Chapter. 
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Is the idea of Right a simple or complex idc.i ? Its origin and natnre. 
Conception of the Gencr.al Welfare. Cautions to be obser\'ed in applying 
this conceptioh. The source of Moral Obligation. Relation of the 
ideas of Right, Good, and Pleasure. Whether Pleasures differ in Kind. 
Desire an<l Pleasure. Relation of the views maintained in this and 
the last chapter to those of Utilitarian Writers. 


Perhaps the most fundamental controversy in the 
Theory of Morals is that which turns on the nature of 
Rectitude or Right Is this a simple idea incapable of 
analysis, or is it a complex idea capable of analysis, and, if 
so, into what simpler ideas may it be resolved ; or, in other 
words, is there any explanation to be given of it, and, if so, 
what is that explanation ? 

Some moralists, as we have seen, speak of an action 
being ‘ right in itself*.’ This expression has been already 
criticised, and need not be discussed any further. It may, 
however, be noticed that, according to this view, rectitude 
is a quality of actions perceived immediately by the mind 
in the same way that a colour is perceived by the eye or a 
sound by the car. The idea thus derived admits of no 
resolution or explanation. It is an ultimate fact and must 
be accepted as such. 

By another class of moralists Rectitude is regarded as an 

* See remarks on Price in Part I, Chapter L 

Q 
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a priori idea of the mind in no way due to experience ; by 
which actions may indeed be measured, but of which the 
contemplation of actions is in no sense the source. ‘ From 
what has been said,’ says Kant \ ’ it is clear that all moral 
conceptions have their seat and origin completely a priori in 
the reason, and that, moreover, in the commonest reason 
just as truly as in that which is in the highest degree 
speculative ; that they cannot be obtained by abstraction 
from any empirical and therefore merely contingent know- 
ledge ; that it is just this purity of their origin that makes 
them worthy to serve as our supreme practical principle, 
and that, just in proportion as we add anything empirical, 
we detract from their genuine influence, and from the 
absolute value of actions ; that it is not only of the greatest 
necessity, in a purely speculative point of view, but is also 
of the greatest practical importance to derive these notions 
and laws from pure reason, to present them pure and 
unmixed, and even to determine the compass of this 
practical or pure rational knowledge, i.e.^ the whole faculty 
of pure practical reason ; and, in doing so, we must not 
make its principles dependent on the particular nature of 
human reason, though in speculative philosophy this may 
be permitted, or may even at times be necessary ; but, since 
moral laws ought to hold good for every rational creature, 
we must derive them from the general concept of a rational 
being. In this way, although, for its application to man, 
morality has need of anthropology, yet, in the first instance, 
we must treat it independently as pure philosophy, i.e.^ as 
metaphysic, complete in itself (a thing which in such dis- 

* Fundamental Principles of the Metaph)'sic of Morals, Sect, a, Abbott’s 
Translation in ‘ Kant’s Theory of Ethics.’ This passage has been already 
quoted in the account of Kant given in Part I, Chapter a, but, as I have 
here an opportunity of quoting it from Mr. Abbott’s translation, and it is 
convenient that the reader should have it before his eye, I have thought 
it belter to repeat it, mutatis mtUandis. 
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tinct branches of science is easily done) ; knowing well 
that, unless we are in possession of this, it would not only 
be vain to determine the moral element of duty in right 
actions for purposes of speculative criticism, but it would be 
impossible to base morals on their genuine principles, even 
for common practical purposes, especially of moral in- 
struction, so as to produce pure moral dispositions, and to 
engraft them on men’s minds to the promotion of the 
greatest possible good in the world.’ 

This view, it will be seen, agrees with the former in its 
most essential point. Though the one regards rectitude as 
a quality of actions, exciting a corresponding idea in the 
mind, and the other as ‘ having its seat and origin completely 
a priori in the reason,’ both alike view it as an ultimate fact, 
having no history, and incapable of analysis. 

In opposition to this apparently simple account of the 
matter, we maintain that the idea of right is relative to the 
circumstances in which man is placed ; that it is explicable 
by the idea of good ; and that it is possible to discover its 
origin and trace its growth in the history both of the 
individual and of the race. At the s.imc time, man being 
a creature having reason and certain affections, and being 
placed in certain relations to his fellow-men and the ex- 
ternal world, the idea of right is one which must necessarily 
arise in his mind, and, having arisen, must nccc.ssarily, to a 
large extent, govern his aetions. 

These positions we shall now attempt to establish. 

There can be no dispute as to the nature of a colour or 
sound, or, at least, if there be persons whose organs of sight 
or hearing arc abnormally constituted, it is usually easy to 
persuade them that their own judgments arc mistaken and 
that those of mankind at large arc correct. But this is not 
the case with our moral judgments. Different men may 
take an entirely different view of the same action, one 

Q 2 
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asserting it to be right and another wrong. Nor is it 
always, or even generally, possible to bring about an agree- 
ment between the dissidents ; even when a reconciliation 
is effected, it is usually the result of continuous and 
elaborate discussion. 

Or again, suppose the idea of rectitude to be a priori. 
We shall not here enquire whether the mind has a priori 
ideas, or. if it has such ideas, in what sense it may be said 
to have them. It is sufficient for our purpose to compare 
the idea of rectitude with tliat, say, of equality, which 
by those who maintain the doctrine of a priori ideas 
is always included amongst them. Wherever magni- 
tudes or numbers admit of comparison, there is no 
difficulty in applying this idea, nor are the conclusions 
arrived at open to dispute. But it is altogether different 
with the idea of rectitude. Any man, who is honest with 
himself, must constantly find that he has great difficulty in 
determining whether particular actions of himself or others 
arc right or wrong ; that his decisions, even when he has 
arrived at them, are often exceedingly doubtful and un- 
satisfactory to himself ; and that the verdict of his 
neighbours is often at variance with his own. Nor is this 
divergence confined to particular actions. Men often differ 
as to the measures of right and wrong, one man looking at 
the interests of a wider, another at those of a narrower circle, 
one man deferring more to his feelings, another to his 
reason. 

Moreover, when we examine these divergences, we find 
that they coincide to a great extent with differences of race, 
of culture, of education, of early association, and even of 
climate and geographical position. They are, in fact, 
exactly of such a character as we should expect would be 
the result of a variety of external circumstances acting upon 
a rational, sympathetic, and self-regarding being. What 
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wc have to account for is both the identity and the diversity 
of moral sentiment. We seem sufficiently to account for 
the identity by the fact that wc all alike possess the same 
faculties and the same feelings, or, in other words, the same 
human nature ; for the diversity by the different circum- 
stances under which those faculties arc c.xercised and those 
feelings elicited. 

What those who maintain the simplicity and ultimate 
character of the idea of right have never been able to 
account for is the diversity of moral sentiment. They 
ascribe this phenomenon indeed to the infusion of feeling 
and the counter-attractions of desire. But this explanation, 
while it may account for our acting wrongly in spite of our 
knowledge, can hardly account for our forming false judg- 
ments on questions of morals, as undoubtedly wc frequently 
do. For, on this hypothesis, not only ought the cultivated 
man never to mistake his way, but, if right and wrong arc 
cither a priori notions of the mind or qualities of actions 
intuitively perceived by all men, there seems to be no ade- 
quate reason why the moral opinions of the savage should 
differ from those of the European, those of the peasant 
from those of the philosopher, or those of the child from 
those of the man. 

But, granting that this theory is inadequate to explain 
the phenomena, is it possible, it may be asked, to find a 
theory which will fully explain them ? 

It appears to me that, if wc recognise man as a being 
having feelings towards others as well as towards himself, 
as sympathetic and resentful as well as self-regarding, with 
a reason capable of comparing the ends to which his feelings 
impel him and of finding means for the attainment of those 
ends, there is no difficulty, except in detail, in explaining 
the process by which men arrive cither at the moral judg- 
ments in which they agree or at those in which they differ. 
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My conception of the gradual growtli of the notions of 
right and wrong in the mind, and, correspondcntly, of the 
sentiments appropriate to them, may be briefly illustrated 
by the following sketch. 

Let us suppose, first of all, the ease of the individual, who 
forms a member of the primaeval household. He will have 
his individual interests, such as his share of the food and 
clothing, the amount of labour or danger to be undertaken 
b}' him in the perils of the chase or in the other occupations 
of the family. He will also have interests identical with 
those of the other members, as in the common expeditions 
made for the purpose of securing skins or food, the common 
manufacture of tools, or the common precautions against 
the incursions of wild beasts or the ravages of the elements. 
Co-operation of this kind, which is, of course, essential to 
the subsistence of the family, at once introduces the sub- 
ordination of individual to common interests, and, by 
necessary consequence, the occasional subordination of one 
man’s interests to another's. Moreover, a man will soon 
find that it is only by exerting a certain amount of self- 
restraint over the gratification of Iiis appetites and passions 
that he can perform his work efficiently; and the obligation 
to exercise tliis self-denial will be imposed upon him by 
the opinion of the other members of the family as well as 
by his own experience. Again, if a member of the house- 
hold becomes sick or disabled, he will excite the pity of 
the others, as well as require their material assistance. Or, 
if he shews peculiar skill or has extraordinary success, he 
will evoke admiration or that sympathy with joy which 
may be called congratulation ; or possibly, on the other 
hand, jealousy or envy. The actions and behaviour of each 
member of the family, too, will be the object of approval or 
disapproval on the part of the others, and, in the rude con- 
dition of life which I am imagining, such approval or 
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disapproval will probably be exhibited by rough and 
unmistakcable methods. The disapproval will sometimes 
take the form of settled resentment at injuries, real or 
supposed, to themselves or others. To obtain approval 
and to avoid disapproval will thus become powerful 
motives of conduct. Lastly, the conduct which elicits the 
approval or disapproval of others will become an object of 
reflexion, and probably of corresponding approval or dis- 
approval, to the individual himself. And the same will be 
the case with such of his actions as he finds, by experience, 
to produce pleasure or satisfaction, pain or inconvenience, 
to himself, or to gratify or thwart his feelings of sympathy 
with others or his feeling of resentment against them. 

Here then we seem to have already detected all the 
elements which enter into morality. There arc the various 
groups of feelings — self-regarding, sympathetic, resentful, 
and semi-social ; there is the reason comparing the results 
of various courses of action, as a guide to future conduct , 
there is the approval or disapproval of the acts of others , 
there is the operation of reflexion on a mans own acts, 
resulting in the feeling of self-approbation or self-disappro- 
bation ; and, lastly, there is the conscious choice of one 
course of conduct rather than another, because, in the 
conflict of ends, it presents itself to the mind as the greater 
good or the lesser evil. It is in these two last elements, 
namely, the conscious choice of the greater good or lesser 
evil and the feeling of self-approval or self-disapproval 
which supervenes thereon, that morality proper seems to 
make its first appearance. For, in the collision of ends, we 
must always sacrifice some one inclination to another, and, 
when the primitive man feels conscious, on reflexion, that 
he has sacrificed the lower inclination to the higher one, 
say, the coarser to the more refined pleasure, the immediate 
to the more remote and permanent advantage, or his own 
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narrow interests to the wider interests of his family, or his 
own convenience to that of a sick or helpless relative, he 
probably feels a glow of satisfaction, similar in kind, though 
perhaps it may be less distinctly realised, to that which, 
in our more advanced and reflective condition, we ex- 
perience ourselves. 

When the family comes into contact with other families, 
or. by the natural process of development, has expanded 
into the tribe, those feelings which have others for their 
object arc necessarily extended in range. But there is 
this difference amongst them : that, whereas the sym- 
pathebc and semi-social feelings arc almost necessarily 
diminished in intensity, when they transcend the family 
circle, the resentful feelings, no longer held in check by 
natural affection and domestic tics, have a tendency to 
assume a much more important position than before in 
the economy of human nature, and, at times, even to 
exercise a baneful ascendancy over the entire man. As 
one tribe comes into collision with another, this tendency 
increases, so that, at some stages in the history of society, 
hatred and the passion for revenge become the pre- 
dominant feelings. The self-regarding feelings, of course, 
have more scope for their exercise, as the social area 
extends, and, consequently, the position of the individual 
in society becomes more important. Thus, the general 
clfcct.of the expansion of society is to render the relations 
of the individual more complex, and hence to increase the 
number and perplexity of the cases of conflicting claims 
which require from him a decision. His reasoning powers 
thus become more acute by exercise, his vision is expanded, 
and he begins to form a conception of his own greatest 
good, as a whole, as well as of the greatest good of that 
social aggregate which, at this stage of his progress, is to 
him the largest. Moreover, the instances in which his own 
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apparent good seems to collide with that of others, or of 
the social aggregate of which he is a member, are being 
constantly multiplied ; so that it becomes necessary to 
strike some sort of balance, and to form certain rough 
maxims of conduct, by means of which to determine 
beforehand when, and under what circumstances, one 
class of claims is to give way to the other. Each man 
of ordinary intelligence probably docs this work, to a 
certain extent, for himself ; but as each man also does it, 
through the expression of his opinions, for others as well, 
there results an average code of conduct, set by the society 
in the aggregate, and governing the ordinary actions of 
ordinary men. Right conduct, as usually understood in 
such a society, is conduct which conforms with, and wrong 
conduct is conduct which diverges from, such a standard. 
But the individual, exercising his own powers of reflexion, 
may, in certain respects, be dissatisfied with the standard 
of society, and, In such respects, shape his conduct 
according to a standard of his own. If the divergence be 
in the direction of the higher and more characteristic 
principles of his nature, of sympathy, for instance, rather 
than self-regard, of a sense of justice rather than un- 
regulated revenge, or of the purer rather than the more 
scn.sual pleasures, his example will have a tendency to raise 
the average standard of moral requirement ; if the reverse, 
to lower it. 

As society advances still further, and the tribal is re- 
placed by the national type of life, the influence of the 
individual becomes still greater, and, on the whole, the 
tendency is to a more elevated, as it certainly is to a wider, 
conception of morality. The conception of individual 
welfare includes man’s moral, intellectual, religious and 
aesthetic as well as his material interests. And the good- 
will which a man bears to others is not only similarly 
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enlarged, in respect to the objects of their welfare, but 
gradually comes to be extended from his family or tribe or 
immediate neighbourhood to the country of which he is a 
citizen, and, ultimately, to mankind at large. With this 
expansion of our desires and aftcctions, both as to the 
objects which they embrace and the persons to whom they 
arc extended, there is a corresponding increase of the 
eases in \\hich we have to adjust rival claims, whether 
of the different parts of our own nature, or of the different 
members or different aggregates of society, or of our own 
interests as compared with those of other individuals or of 
various social aggregates or of society in general. But the 
characteristics of the acts which we denominate right 
seem to be always the same : namely, the subordination of 
the lesser to the greater good, and of the greater to the 
lesser evil, including a readiness to sacrifice our lower to 
our higher inclinations and the interests of ourselves to the 
interests of others. There thus comes to be formed a 
general conception of the greatest attainable well-being* 

‘ In niy ‘Progressive Morality* ^pp. 99-101) I have given the following 
reasons for preferring the use of the terms ‘welfare’ and ‘well-being’ to 
designate the ultimate end of aetion, rather than ‘pleasure’ and ‘happiness’ 
on the one side, or ‘perfection’ and ‘development’ of ‘character’ on the 
other. ‘ Dut are there no terms by which the somewhat exclusive associations 
connected with the two sets of phrases already examined may be avoided? 
1 venture to suggest that such terms may be found by reverting to the old, 
but now usually discarded, c.xpressions “welfare” and “well-being.” These 
words, it seems to me, do not primarily suggest material prosperity, like 
happiness, nor the gratilication of the lower parts of our nature, like pleasure, 
nor the exclusive development of the higher parts of our nature, like perfection, 
but cover the whole ground of healthy human activity and the conditions 
which arc favourable to it. Corresponding, too, almost exactly with the 
ivSainovla of Aristotle, they have the advantage of venerable historic asso- 
ciations. Lastly, they seem to have less of a personal and more of a social 
reference than any of the other terms employed. We speak, I think, more 
naturally of the well-being or welfare of society, than of the happiness, 
pleasure, or perfection of society. I cannot, therefore, but think that the 
moralist would be wise in at least trying the experiment of recurring to 
these terms in place of those which, in recent systems of ethics, have usually 
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of mankind, or even of all sentient beings, as a whole, of 
which whole we individuals arc indeed parts but only 
parts. Every voluntary act which, when considered in all 
its bearings, has a tendency to further this ultimate end 
may be denominated right, as every voluntary' act wliich 
has a contrary tendency may be denominated ‘wrong. I 
say voluntary, because the application of the word ‘ right ’ 
implies that the act, being one of two or more alternatives, 
might have been wrong ; and, consequently, as the agent 
is a human agent, that it is the result of choice. 

When an idea has been gradually, slowly, and almost 
imperceptibly built up, whether in the mind of the in- 
dividual or the history of society, men are apt to lose 
sight of its origin, and to regard it as an original clement 
of their mental constitution, incapable of analysis or ex- 
planation. Especially is this the case, if the idea is in 
constant use, and applicable to a great variety of objects 
or circumstances. Hence it is, as it appears to me, that 
the idea of ‘ right ’ (or, to use a less ambiguous term, of 

superseded them. If it be said that they arc vague, and that difTereiU 
people will attach different meanings to them, according to their own 
prepossessions and their o^vn theories of life^ I can only reply (hat this 
objection applies with at least equal force to any of the other terms which 
we have passed in review. And, if it be said that our conceptions of 
well-being and welfare arc not fixed, but that our ideas of the nature and 
proper proportions of their constituents arc undergoing constant modification 
and growth, I may ask if this is less the case with regard to happiness, or 
the sum of pleasures, or the balance of pleasures over pains, or the ]xrrfection 
or due development of human character, all of which expressions, indeed, 
when properly qaa]ifie<l and explained, I acknowledge to be the equivalents 
of those for which I have stated a preference.’ 

In order to avoid misunderstanding, I may say that I conceive of the 
^perfection of character’ as a |>erenjiial source of satisfaction to its possessor, 
as well as a constant cause of action beneficially affecting other men. Thus, 
it is not opposed to the ideas of ^happiness’ and * welfare,’ but all three 
expressions, when taken in a sufficiently wide sense, really convey the same 
group of conceptions; providing, of course, that we understand the *]>cr- 
fection of character’ to pre^suppose the external and corporeal conditions 
essential to its attainment 



236 


RECTITUDE. 


[Part II. 


‘ ought ’) has come to be so generally regarded as a 
‘ simple idea,’ having no history and admitting of no 
further account than that it actually is. But, if we cease 
to regard it in the abstract, as detached from the actual 
facts of every-day life, and ask, in each particular case, 
whether we cannot justify its application and give some 
account of its meaning, it will, if I mistake not, always be 
found to attach itself to that course of conduct which, on 
reflexion, we conceive to be the greater good, or, in other 
words, to be most conducive to the welfare of all those, 
ourselves included, whom it may affect. 

But it may be objected with some justice that the phrase 
‘ the general welfare’ or ‘ the greatest attainable well-being’ 
of mankind is vague and difficult of application. I 
proceed, therefore, to explain and limit it more precisely. 

If we were so constituted that one man’s actions had no 
effect whatever upon another, wc should each pursue exclu- 
sively his own interests. Each man would be busied with 
the gratification of his own desires, but would need to take 
no thought about those around him. But still, excepting 
the pleasures and pains attendant on sympathy and anti- 
pathy, he would have the same pleasures and pains, with 
the same differences of kind and degree, that he has now. 
The intellectual and aesthetic pleasures would still be as 
distinct as they now are from the pleasures of sense and 
appetite ; they would still be characteristic of man, and, in 
their higher forms, of the higher races of man. Amongst 
competing pleasures, therefore, it would still be man’s 
duty to prefer some to others ; it would still b: wrong to 
sacrifice the higher parts of his nature to the lower, or, for 
the sake of immediate pleasure, to entail upon himself a 
large amount of future pain and suffering. Moreover, the re- 
flexion that he had curbed the lower parts of his nature, that 
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he had subjugated his passions to his reason, and that he 
had developed his more refined and exalted capacities, 
would still be attended with that peculiar satisfaction 
which we call the moral feeling. In shaping his conduct, 
therefore, he would have to be guided by a variety of 
considerations, and the object of his moral endeavours 
might be aptly denominated his own general welfare. The 
circumstances in which this welfare consisted, when con- 
sidered practically with reference to the various needs 
and circumstances of his life, would have to be gathered 
from his own individual experience, from his obscr\’ation 
of others, and from reflexion on the tendencies of actions. 
The particular decisions at which he arrived would depend 
to a great extent on his education, his associations, the 
strength of his reasoning faculty, and his general elevation 
of character. There would doubtless be many difficulties 
in detail, but still the general conception of his own 
greatest good as the end to be aimed at, together with an 
enlightened insight into the constituents of that good, 
would afford the leading principles of solution. A know- 
ledge of his own organism and of the external environment 
in which it is placed would complete the means at his 
command. 

Wc have only to add the feelings which arc elicited by 
man’s relations with his fellows, — sympathy, resentment, 
and the love of approbation, — in order to represent him as 
he really is. The existence of these feelings renders it 
impossible for him to satisfy the necessities of his nature 
without consulting the interests of others as well as his 
own. Hence arise additional rules of conduct, generally 
coinciding with those which would be dictated by an 
exclusive regard to his own interests, but occasionally 
clashing with them. At first, these rules are tolerably 
simple. For, in the earliest state of society, the interests 
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of the individual arc almost absolutely identified with 
those of his family, while they are usually in direct an- 
tagonism with those of any other groups with which he 
may be brought into contact. The simple rule ‘to love 
your friends and hate your enemies’ thus obtains with 
full force. Hut. as the family group widens into the clan 
and the tribe, and these again become transformed into the 
state, the relations of each man with his fellows assume a 
far more complex character, and the difficulties of right 
action seem to be multiplied beyond all comparison. The 
man who desires to do his duty has now not only to 
reconcile conflicting interests of his own or his family, but 
to adjust these interests, even when ascertained, with those 
of his neighbourhood, his country, mankind at large. This 
task, if each individual had to do it afresh for himself, 
u'ould indeed be a hopeless one. But the fact is that each 
race of mankind has been gradually, and, for the most 
part, silently and imperceptibly, doing this work, in its 
Capacity, from time immemorial. As the result 
of slow experience, and by a gradual effort to accommodate 
itself to the circumstances in which it is placed, each tribe 
or nation has constructed, so to speak, for itself a code of 
laws, customs, and sentiments, written or unwritten, by 
which most of the difficulties which present themselves in 
practice are already anticipated and provided for^. This 

’ See Progressive Mor.ilily, Ch. 4, from which I c.xtract Ihe following 
passage; There arc ‘ Uvo tliffcrcnt ways in which the test of conduct may 
be, and as a fact is, applied. One mode is the conscious and intentional 
application of it by the reflective man. The other is the semi-conscious 
and almost instinctive application of it by the community at large. In 
morals, as in the arts, men, almost without knowing it, are constantly 
re-adjusting their means to their ends, feeling their way to some tentative 
solution of a new difficulty or a better solution of an old one, shaping 
their conduct with reference to the special needs of the situation in which 
they are placed. It is thus, for the most part, that new circumstances 
devolopc new rules, and that the simple ma.xims of a primitive people are 
gradually replaced by the multifarious code of law and morals with which 
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code forms part of the heritage of each clansman, tribes- 
man, or citizen, and, in the less advanced societies, whole 
generations may pass away witliout witnessing any sensible 
alteration in it. Of course, in actual life, many cases will 
occur for which this code, extensive as it is, does not 
provide, and, with regard to these, the individual must, 
perforce, decide for himself. But even these cases will 
usually be decided in conformity with the general senti- 
ment and on the analogy of others for which the law or 
customary morality provides. Frequent as are the practi- 
cal aberrations from the received code of morality, it is 
seldom, except in the most advanced sections of the most 
advanced communities, that any part of it is called in 
question on theoretical grounds. 

we are now familiar. The fjuiJiDg principle ihroughout the proceis is the 
conception of ihcir own good, comprehending, as it docs, not only c.isc. 
personal comfort, and gratification of the various appetites and desires, which, 
in the early stages of society, are the preponderating considemlions, but 
also those higher constituents of welfare, both individu.al and social, which 
attain an ever-increasing importance as society advances, such as arc the 
development of the moral, the intellectual, and the a-sthctic faculties, the 
purification of the religious sentiments, the expansion of the sympathetic 
feelings, the diffusion of liberty and prosperity, the consolidation of national 
unity, the elevation of human life. This principle works throughout the 
community, actuating some men in iu higher, others in its lower forms; 
but, except where the force of tradition or prejudice is too strong for it, 
invariably moulding conduct into accordance with the more complex re- 
quirements of advancing civilisation. Its action, of course, is not wholly 
advantageous. Crowing needs and more complicated relations suggest to 
men fresh devices for compassing their selfish ends, such as the various 
forms of fraud, forgery, and conspiracy, as well as more enlarged or more 
effective schemes of beneficence, stricter or more intelligent applications of 
the principle of justice, and possibilities of higher and freer developments 
of their faculties. Hut. on the whole, and setting aside as exceptional certain 
periods of retrogression, such as the decline of tlic Roman Empire, the 
evolution of society seems to be attended by the progress of morality, and 
specially by the amelioration of social relations, whether between individuals, 
families or states. The intelligence that apprehends the greater good re-acU 
upon the desire to attain it, and the result is the combination of more rational 
aims with a purer iaterest in the porsnit of them.* 
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When the laws, customs, and sentiments of a race arc 
closely examined, it will almost invariably be found that 
they arc all dictated by considerations of the public good, 
even tiiough those considerations may be mistaken ones. 
Tlic laws, customs, and sentiments which arc common 
to most tribes or nations, such as those against murder, 
stealing, breach of contracts, and the like, are founded 
on tolcrablj' obvious considerations of utility. Peculiar 
customs, such as those of exogamy or endogamy, de- 
struction of aged parents, encouragement, in special cases, 
of theft, and the like, arc to be accounted for by some 
peculiarity in the circumstances of the tribe. There re- 
main, perhaps, some customs which can only be accounted 
for by a desire to propitiate the Gods, but even these 
arc dictated by considerations of utility, by the desire, 
namcl)-, to a\ert the wrath or secure the favour of in- 
visible beings who have a power over our destiny. Thus, 
wherever we look, we shall find that, consciously or un- 
consciously, by .sudden revolutions or by gradual adapta- 
tions, men have endeavoured to accommodate themselves, 
to the best of their knowledge and ability, to the circum- 
stances in which their lot was cast. Their efforts may 
often have been ill-judged or unsuccessful, but the motive 
which has inspired them has nearly always been the 
same, namely, the desire to avoid misery, discomfort or 
misfortune and to ensure well-being or happiness. 

In the more advanced societies it is inevitable that 
men should, from time to time, review the rules which 
their ancestors have bequeathed to them, and consider 
whether the laws, customs, and current moral sentiment 
really conduce to the ends at which they aim. It is no 
less inevitable that, as we learn more of our own nature 
and of the world in which we live, and as we become 
better acquainted with the laws, customs, and moral 
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sentiment of other races, we should detect, or imagine 
that we detect, many superfluities, defects, and wrongful 
decisions in our own moral code. As soon as this process 
begins, there will always be more or less of antagonism 
between the moral sentiment of different sections of 
socict)'. Moreover, there will arise a special class of men, 
called moral philosophers, who will claim to themselves 
the right of reviewing the whole moral code, of estimating 
its provisions in direct reference to its ends, and of pro- 
nouncing accordingly on its validity or invalidity, its title 
to observance or its need of alteration or abrogation. 

That this procedure may be of eminent advantage, 
while at the same time it is fraught with considerable 
danger, is at once apparent. No one can take into con- 
sideration the diversity of moral sentiment which obtains 
or has obtained on the face of the globe, the cruel rites, 
the pernicious customs, the needless restraints which have 
been consecrated by the support of the moral sanction, 
without perceiving how essential it is that the work of 
revision and- correction should, from time to time, be 
undertaken by the most competent members of a society. 
Hence we can understand the ardour with which moralists 
like Plato, in ancient, or Bentham, in modern times, have 
insisted on referring to first principles the most cherished 
sentiments and the most venerable institutions. The 
rigidity and formalism, moreover, which arc apt to be 
engendered by the constant observance of rules, require, 
from time to time, to be corrected by a recurrence to 
the ends for which the rules exist. At the same time, 
the moral reformer ought never to lose sight of the fact 
that a moral sentiment is more easily undermined than 
replaced, nor to forget the many opportunities of error 
or the gravity of the issues which are involved in these 
considerations. Much of the opposition which Moral 

R 
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Philosophy has encountered is doubtless due to the haste 
with which her decisions have frequently been formed 
and the uncompromising boldness with which they have at 
once been advanced. 

In bringing existing laws or prevalent opinions to the 
test of utility, as well as in estimating the moral character 
of individual acts or dispositions, the moralist should, 
at least, obser\’e the following cautions : 

I. To regard the existing custom or sentiment as having 
a presumption in its favour ; in other words, not to dis- 
turb it, unless the reasons against it are clear and cogent. 
It is plain that the very existence of society would be 
endangered, if men were always digging round the roots 
of the received morality. It was partly an exaggerated 
reputation for this tendency, which made the Sophists 
so odious in Greece, and it must always be with great 
risk both to themselves and others that philosophers 
undertake to criticise the current moral sentiment, how- 
ever necessary it may be that, from time to time, some 
of the more instructed members of a community should 
have the courage to set about this task. We should 
always remember that no practice or opinion can have 
come into existence unless at the time there has been 
a valid reason for its introduction ; and, unless we are 
acquainted with that reason, we are seldom in a position 
to estimate even its present value^. The most cruel and 

* Compare one of the gronnds which I have assigned in my ‘Progressive 
Morality’ (Ch. 4) for not rashly disturbing the existing moral sentiment : ‘ But 
there is also the speculative ground that any given society, and indeed 
mankind generally, has been engaged for ages in feeling its way, instinctively 
or semi-consciously, towards a solution of the self-same problems which 
the philosopher is attempting to solve consciously and of set purpose. That, 
on the whole, a society has solved these problems in the manner best suited 
to its existing needs and circumstances may fairly be taken for granted, 
and, even where the ethical stand-point of the reformer is very superior 
to the stand-point of the society which he wishes to reform, he will be 
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absurd customs, when traced to their origin, are usually 
found to have been connected with some laudable feelin<r. 
a feeling which, among some .sections of society, may 
even still be associated with them ; in such cases, the 
wise reformer will make it his effort to abolish the custom 
without impairing the feeling. In a number of cases, 
moreover, there will be a balance of considerations, and 
in these it would seem to be the clear duty of the 
philosopher not to disturb existing sentiment till his 
own mind is fully decided. 

In laying down the principle that the presumption 
of the moralist should always be in favour of existing 
rules of conduct, there is one exception to be taken account 
of. That exception consists of those cases which are le- 
gitimate, though not obvious, applications of existing rules, 
and to which, therefore, the ordinary moral sentiment does 
not attach in the same way that it docs to the plainer 
and more direct applications. Thus, if it can be shewn, 
as it undoubtedly can be, that smuggling falls under the 
head of stealing, and holding out false hopes under that 
of lying, the moralist need take no account of the lax 
moral sentiment which exists with regard to these prac- 
tices, though, of course, in estimating the guilt of the 
individual as distinct from the objective character of the 


wise in endeavouring to introduce bis reforms gradually, and, if possible, 
in connexion with principles already acknowledged, rather than in .attempting 
to cfTcct a moral revolution, the ultimate results of which it may l>c impossible 
to foresee. The work of the moralist is, therefore, best regarded as corrective 
of, and supplementary to, the work which mankind is constantly doing for 
itself, and not as antagonistic to it. The method is the same in both cases : 
only it is applied scmi-consciously, aud merely as occasions suggest it, in 
the one case; consciously and spontaneously in the other. In both cases 
alike the guiding principle, whether of action or of speculation upon action, 
is the adaptation of conduct to surrounding circumstances, phpical and 
social, with a view to promote, to the utmost extent possible, the well-being of 
the individual and of the society of which he is a member.’ 

R 2 
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act, due allowance must be made for his imperfect appre- 
ciation of the moral bearings of his conduct. This ex- 
ception covers, and therefore at once justifies, a large 
proportion of the criticisms which, in the present ad- 
vanced stage of morality, when the more fundamental 
principles have been already settled, it is still open to us 
to make*. 

II. It is an obvious caution, though not ah\ays re- 
membered in practice, that, in estimating the morality 
of an act, we should regard it as one of a class, and 
consider, not what is likcl)’ to be the consequence of 
this particular act, but what would be the consequences 
if acts of this kind were general. The so-called Cate- 
gorical Imperative of Kant (‘Act only on that maxim 
whereby thou canst at the same time will that it should 
become law universal ’) is merely an unqualified state- 
ment of this principle. The necessary qualifications of 
it will be discussed under the ne.xt Caution. But, mean- 
while, the principle itself requires some further elucida- 
tion. Let us take, as an instance, the virtue of veracity. 
There are many particular occasions, easily conceivable, 
on which a breach of truth would be very convenient 
to ourselves, and inflict little or no injury on others. 
But, suppose that such violations of the obligation to 
veracity were to become common (and by our conduct 
we may be doing all that we can to make them so), 
there would soon be hardly any confidence between man 
and man, and one of the virtues, on which the very 
existence of society depends, would be seriously im- 
paired. Unless the occasions on which licence was allow- 
able were very strictly defined, and this task it would be 
extremely difficult to execute, the example would become 
contagious, and both we ourselves and others should soon 

‘ I have adapted this passage from my • Progressive Morality,’ Ch. 4. 
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learn to apply it to contiguous cases, till, at last, by 
a gradual deterioration of the standard, the boundaries 
between truth and falsehood would be eftcctually ob- 
literated. In cases of this kind, there is no better prac- 
tical preservative against error than to place ourselves in 
the position of the indifferent spectator, or to obser\c 
the homely rule of doing to our neighbour what wc would 
* that he should do unto us*. However slight the par- 
ticular bad consequences of an act might be, wc should 
seldom, if ever, approve in another of an act whose general 

* On the necessity, in morals, of having regard to general rules, sec Falcy's 
Moral Philosophy, Bk. II. Chs. 6, 7, 8. The following examples, taken from 
Palcy, of the distinction between the general iUtd particular Lad consequences 
of an act afford so excellent an illustration of the principle I am endeavouring 
to enforce, that I subjoin them at length : 

• 'ITic particular consequence of coining is the loss of a guinea, or of 
half a guinea, to the person who receives the counterfeit money : the general 
consecjucnce (by wliich 1 mean the consequence tliat would ensue, if the 
same practice were generally permitted) is to abolish the use of money* 

* 'Phe particular consequence of forgery is a damage of twenty or thirty 
pounds to the man who accepts the forged bill : the general consequence 
is the stoppage of paper currency. 

* The particular consequence of sheep-stealing, or horse-stealing, is a loss 
to the owner, to the amount of the value of the sheep or horse stolen: tl^c 
general consequence is that the land could not be occupied, nor tlic market 
supplied, with this kind of stock. 

* The particular consequence of breaking into a house empty of inhabitants 
is U)c loss of a pair of silver candlesticks, or a few spoons: the general 
consequence is that nobody could leave U)cir house empty. 

* The particular consequence of smuggling may be a deduction from the 
national fund too minute fur computatiiin : the general coiisc<iucncc is the 
destruction of one entire branch of public revenue; a proportionable increase 
of the burden upon other branches; and the ruin of all fair and open trade 
in the article smuggled. 

‘ The particular consequence of an officer’s breaking his parole is the loss 
of a prisoner, who was possibly not worth keeping : the general consequence, 
that this miligation of captivity would be refused to all others. 

' And what proves iDcontcstably the superior importance of general con- 
sequences is that crimes arc the same, and treated in the same majincr, 
though the particular consequence be very difTcrent. The crime and fate 
of the house-breaker is the same, whether hU booty be five pound or fifty. 
And the reason is that the general consequence is the some.* 13k. 11. Ch. 8. 
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bad consequences were really pernicious. W'e are often 
excellent judges of others, where we are but indifferent 
judges of ourseK’cs. 

III. As a qualification of this last rule, however, it 
should be obseiwcd that, while, so to speak, we ought 
to generalise our acts, we ought, at the same time, to 
have regard to any special circumstances in which we 
may be placed. It is, in one sense, true that no moral 
rule admits of exceptions, that w'C sliould ahvays act so 
that our action might be transformed into an universal 
law. Hut, as, in the physical world, there are counter- 
acting law's which modify or neutralise the effects of 
each other, so, in the moral sphere, there are clashing 
duties one of w'hich may modify or nullify the obliga- 
tion under which we arc placed to the other. In these 
cases, W'c arc often compelled to decide on the spur of 
the moment, and there is little to guide us to a correct 
or satisfactory decision. A man could hardly determine 
on a priori grounds whether it w'as his duty to save 
first from the ffames his aged parent or his young child. 
Sometimes, on the other hand, the decision, though ad- 
mitting of discussion, seems tolerably obvious, and w'ould 
meet w'ith general approval. There are few men, pro- 
bably, who, at the risk of their ow’n lives or those of 
their friends, W'ould think it necessary to tell the truth to 
a gang of robbers, or who would not think it foolish, if 
not criminal, in others to do so. At the same time, a man 
of scrupulous honour w'ould scorn to save his life or liberty 
from the hands of justice by means of a lie, and, if he 
did so, would certainly incur the disapprobation of others. 
In like manner, there are few men, at least in our own 
day, who would disapprove of rebellion against a cruel 
and tyrannical government, but, probably, fewer still who 
would approve of any disturbance of an established con- 
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stitution, except on the gravest and most conclusive 
grounds. In these and numberless cases of a similar 
kind which might be multiplied indefinitely, our only 
course is to decide amongst two or more conflicting ob- 
ligations by a review of all the circumstances of the 
particular case. But cases resemble each other in certain 
features, and thus we are often guided to a decision by 
previous experience or by a priori considerations of what 
we or others ought to do under imaginary circumstances. 
The less instructed part of mankind, too, are often, in 
this respect, greatly indebted to the deliberations of 
their superiors. 

In connexion with these latter remarks, it would be 
disingenuous to conceal my opinion that the art of Casu- 
istry has often been most unjustly decried. It has un- 
fortunately been associated, owing to the peculiar treat- 
ment of it by certain Jesuit Divines, with lax views of 
morality and specially of the virtue of Veracity, but the 
association is mainly an accidental one. Granted that 
duties may clash (and I do not perceive any sense, at 
once intelligible and unambiguous, in which the opposite 
position can be maintained), or that general rules may 
be modified by special circumstances, it is surely most 
important to determine beforehand, so far as we can, what 
those circumstances are, and, in the case of clashing 
duties, which should yield to the other. Now this, and 
this alone, is the task which 'Casuistry* or the attempt to 
‘resolve cases of conscience* proposes to itself. Owing 
to the infinite variety of the cases which may be imagined 
and the endless complexity of the circumstances which 
occur in actual life, the Casuist may not be able, to any 
great extent, to anticipate practical diflficultics ; but he 
can, at least, always deal with cases which have already 
occurred, nor do the limitations of an art seem to 
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furnish conclusive reasons against the attempt to ex- 
ercise it. 

It is from neglect of the rule now under consideration 
that men arc often so unjust to the moral sentiment which 
prevails in classes of society different from their own, or in 
other countries, or in other forms of civilisation. The 
peculiar circumstances of an age or country may often 
explain and justify its peculiar institutions, and, even where 
they do not wholly justify, they may so extenuate them as 
to leave the critic no excuse for hasty and unqualified 
condemnation. 

IV. A fourth rule is to have regard to the remote as well as 
the proximate consequences of an act, principle, or law. The 
necessity of this rule, as well as the difiRculty of applying 
it in practice, that is, of ascertaining that we have really 
taken into account all the consequences, however remote, 
will be obvious, and requires no illustration. But the 
nature and kinds of these consequences is less obvious, 
and, as it is a topic of great importance and has been 
treated with singular felicity by Bentham, I shall here, 
notwithstanding the length of the quotation, incorporate 
that portion of his work : 

‘The mischief of an act may frequently be distinguished, as it 

were, into two shares or parcels : the one containing what may be 

called the primary mischief; the other, what may be called the 

secondary. That share may be termed the primary^ which is 

sustained by an assignable individual, or a multitude of assignable 

individuals. That share may be tenned the secondary^ which, 

taking Its origin from the former, extends itself either over the 

whole community, or over some other multitude of unassignable 
individuals. 

‘ The primary mischief of an act may again be distinguished into 
two branches: i. The original', and, 2. The derivative. By the 
original branch, I mean that which alights upon and is confined 
to any person who is a sufferer in the first instance, and on his 
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own account; the person, for instance, who is beaten, robbed, or 
murdered. By the derivative branch, I mean any share of mis- 
chief which may befal any other assignable persons in consequence 
of his being a sufferer, and no otherwise. These persons must, of 
course, be persons who, in some way or other, are connected with 
him. Now, they may be connected in the way of interest (meaning 
self-regarding interest) or merely in the way of sympathy. .And 
again, persons connected with a given person, in the way of interest, 
may be connected with him either by affording support to him, or 
by deriving it from him. 

‘ The secondary mischief, again, may frequently be seen to con- 
sist of two other shares or parcels : the first consisting of pain\ 
the other of danger. The pain which it produces is a pain of 
apprehension; a pain grounded on the apprehension of suffering 
such mischiefs or inconveniences, whatever they may be, as it is 
the nature of the primary mischief to produce. It may be styled, 
in one word, the alarm. The danger is the chance, whatever it 
may be, which the multitude it concerns may, in consequence of 
the printary mischief, stand exposed to, of suffering such mischiefs 
or inconveniences. For danger is nothing but the chance of pain, 
or, what comes to the same thing, of loss of pleasure. 

‘An example may serv’c to make this clear. A man attacks you 
on the road, and robs you. You suffer a pain on the occasion of 
losing so much money: you also suffered a pain at the thoughts 
of the personal ill-treatment you apprehended he might give you, 
in case of your not happening to satisfy his demands. These 
together constitute the original branch of the primary mischief, 
resulting from the act of robber)'. A creditor of your’s, who 
expected you to pay him with part of that money, and a son of 
your’s, who expected you to have given him another part, are in 
consequence disappointed. You are obliged to have recourse to 
the bounty of your father, to make good jxirt of the deficiency. 
These mischiefs together make up the derivative branch. The 
report of this robbery circulates from hand to hand, and spreads 
itself in the neighbourhood. It finds its way into the newsjwpers, 
and is propagated over the whole country. Various people, on 
this occasion, call to mind the danger which they and their friends, 
as it appears from this example, stand exposed to in travelling; 
e.specially such as may have occasion to travel the same road. On 
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this occasion they naturally feel a certain degree of pain : slighter 
or heavier, according to the degree of ill-treatment they may under- 
stand you to have received; the frequency of the occasion each 
person may have to travel in that same road, or its neighbourhood ; 
the vicinity of each person to the spot; liis personal courage; the 
quantity of money he may have occasion to carry' about with him ; 
and a variety of other circumstances. This constitutes the first 
jiart of the secondary mischief, resulting from the act of robbery; 

\ i/.. the alarm. Ihit people, of one description or other, not only 
are disposed to conceive themselves to incur a chance of being 
robbed, in conseiiuence of tlic robbery committed upon you, but 
(as will be shown presently) they do really incur such a chance. 
And it is this chance which constitutes the remaining part of the 
secondary mischief of the act of robbery; viz. the danger. 
******* 

‘'fhe means by which one robbery tends, as it should seem, to 
produce another robbery’, are two: i. By suggesting to a person 
exposed to the temptation, the idea of committing such another 
robbery (accompanied, perhaps, with the belief of its facility). In 
this case the influence it exerts applies itself, in the first place, to 
the understanding. 2. By weakening the force of the tutelary 
motives which tend to restrain him from such an action, and 
thereby adding to the strength of the tempt.ation. In this case 
the influence n[)plics itself to the will. These forces are, i. I'he 
motive of benevolence, which acts as a branch of the physical 
sanction. 2. 'I'lie motive of self-preservation, as against the 
punishment that may stand provided by the political sanction. 3. 
Tlie fear of shame; a motive belonging to the moral sanction*. 
4. 'I'he fear of the divine displeasure; a motive belonging to the 
religious sanction. On the first and last of these forces it has, 
perhaps, no influence worth insisting on; but it has on the other 
two. 

' Uy the ‘moral sanction’ Bcntham means what 1 call the social sanction. 
Indeed, he Ignores aUogether the moral sanction, strictly so called. See 
Part I of this work, p. 105. It is obnously of great importance to include 
the ‘moral s.inction' proiwr among the ‘tutelary motives’ of which Bentham 
speaks in the text. Nor, probably, are the lirst and fourth of Bentham’s 
sanctions so inoi)enitive, even on a man disposed to commit a robbery, as 
he seems to imagme. 
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‘ The way in which a past robbery may weaken tlie force witli 
which the political sanction tends to prevent a future rolibery, may 
be thus conceived. The way in which this sanction tends to pre- 
vent a robber)’ is by denouncing some particular kind of punishment 
against any who shall be guilty of it : the real value of which 
punishment will of course be diminished by the real uncertainty: 
as also, if there be any difference, the apparent value by the apparent 
uncertainty. Now this uncertainty is proportionably increased by 
every instance in which a man is known to commit the offence, 
without undergoing the punishment. This, of course, will be the 
case with every offence for a certain time ; in short, until the 
punishment allotted to it takes place. If punishment takes place 
at last, this branch of the mischief of the offence is then at last, 
but not till then, put a stop to. 

‘The way in which a past robber)’ may weaken the force with 
which the moraT (i.c. the social) ‘sanction tends to prevent a 
future robbery, may be thus conceived. I'he way in which the 
moral sanction tends to prevent a robber)’ is by holding forth the 
indignation of mankind as ready to fall upon him who shall be 
guilty of it. Now this indignation will be the more formidable, 
according to the number of those who join in it : it will be the less 
so, the fewer they are who join in it. But there cannot be a 
stronger way of showing that a man does not join in whatever 
indignation may be entertained against a practice, tlian the en- 
gaging in it himself. It shows not only that he himself feels no 
indignation against it, but that it seems to him there is no sufficient 
reason for apprehending what indignation may be felt against it 
by others. Accordingly, where robberies are frequent, and un- 
punished, robberies are committed without shame. It was thus 
amongst the Grecians formerly. It is thus among the Arabs still. 

‘In whichever way, then, a past offence tends to pave the way 
for the commission of a future offence, whether by suggesting the 
idea of committing it, or by adding to the strength of the temptation, 
in both cases it may be said to operate by the force or influence of 
example. 

‘The two branches of the secondaiy mischief of an act, the alarm 
and the danger, must not be confounded : though intimately con- 
nected, they are perfectly distinct : either may subsist without the 
other. The neighbourhood may be alarmed with the rei>ort of a 
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robbery, when, in fact, no robbery either has been committed, or 
is in a way to be committed : a neighbourhood may be on the 
point of being disturbed by robberies, without knowing anything 
of the matter. Accordingly, we shall soon perceive, that some 
acts produce alarm without danger : others, danger without alarm. 

‘As well the danger as the alarm may again be divided, each of 
them, into two branches : the first consisting of so much of the 
alarm or danger as may be apt to result from the future behaviour 
of the same agent : the second consisting of so much as may be 
apt to result from the behaviour of other persons ; such others, to 
wit, as may come to engage in acts of the same sort and 
tendency. 

‘The distinction between the primary and the secondary conse- 
quences of an act, must be carefully attended to. It is so just, 
that the latter may often be of a directly opposite nature to the 
former. In some cases, where the primary consequences of the 
act are attended with a mischief, the secondary consequences may 
be beneficial, and that to such a degree, as even greatly to out- 
weigh the mischief of the primary. This is the case, for instance, 
with all acts of punishment, when properly applied. Of these, the 
primary mischief being never intended to fall but upon such persons 
as may happen to have committed some act which it is expedient 
to prevent ; the secondary mischief, that is, the alarm and the 
danger, extends no farther than to such persons as are under 
temptation to commit it : in which case, in as far as it tends to 
restrain them from committing such acts, it is of a beneficial 
nature. 

‘ Thus much with regard to acts that produce positive pain, and 
that immediately. This case, by reason of its simplicity, seemed 
the fittest to take the lead. But acts may produce mischief in 
various other ways, which, together with those already specified, 
may all be comprised by the following abridged analysis. 

‘ Mischief may admit of a division in any one of three points of 
view: i. According to its o>vn nature. 2. According to its eause. 
3. According to the person, or other party, who is the object of it. 
With regard to its nature, it may be either simple or cofnplex : 
when simple, it may either be positive or negative: positive, con- 
sisting of actual pain : negative, consisting of the loss of pleasure. 
Whether simple or complex, and whether positive or negative, it 
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may be either certain or contingent. When it is negative, it const'^ts 
of tile loss of some benefit or advantage ; this benefit may be 
material in both or either of two ways; i. Ily affording actual 
pleasure: or, 2. 13 y averting pain or danger, which is the cliancc 
of pain; that is, by affording security. In as far, then, as the 
benefit which a mischief tends to avert is productive of security, 


the tendency of such mischief is to produce insecurity. 2. ^\ ith 
regard to its cause, mischief may be produced cither by one sing/e 
action, or not without the concurrence of other actions; if not with- 
out the concurrence of other actions, these others ma)' be the 
actions cither of the same person, or of other persons : in either 
case, they may be either acts of the same kind as that in question, 
or of kinds. 3. I-astly, with regard to the party who is the 
object of the mischief, or, in other words, who is in a way to be 
affected by it, such party may be either an assignable individual, 
or assemblage of individuals, or else a multitude ol unassignable 
individuals. When the oliject is an assignable individual, tliis 
individual may eitlier be the person himself, who is the author of 
the mischief, or some other person. When the individuals, who 
are the objects of it, are an unassignable multitude, this multitude 
may be cither the whole jiolitical community or state or some 
subordinate division of it. Now, when the object of the mischief 
is the author himself, it may be styled self regarding: when any 
other party is the object, extra-regarding: when such other party 
i.s an individual, it may be styled private: when a subordinate 


branch of the community, semipublic: when the whole community, 
public. Mere, for the present, we must stop. To pursue the 
subject through its inferior distinctions, will be the business of the 

chapter which exhibits the division of offences. 

‘The cases, which have been already illustrated, are those in 
which the primary mischief is not necessarily otherwise than a 
simple one, and that positive : present, and therefore certain : 
producible by a single action, without any necessity of the concur- 
rence of any other action, either on the part of the same agent or 
of others: and having for its object an assignable individual, or, 
by accident, an assemblage of assignable individuals : extra- 
regarding, therefore, and private. This primary mischief is ac- 
companied by a secondary; the first branch of which is sometimes 
contingent and sometimes certain, the other never other\sisc t lan 
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contingent : l>oth extra-regarding and semi-public : in other re- 
spects, pretty much upon a par Avith the primar>’ mischief; except 
that the first branch, viz. the alarm, though inferior in magnitude 
to the primar>', is, in point of extent, and therefore, upon the 
whole, in point of magnitude, much superior. 

‘ I'wo instances more will be sufficient to illustrate the most 
material of the modifications above exhibited. 

‘A man drinks a certain quantity of liquor, and intoxicates him- 
self. The intoxication in this particular instance does him no sort 
of harm ; or, what comes to the same thing, none that is perceptible. 
But it is probable, and, indeed, next to certain, that a given 
number of acts of the same kind would do him a very considerable 
degree of harm ; more or less according to his constitution and 
other circumstances ; for this is no more than what experience 
manifests every’ day. It is also certain, that one act of this sort, 
by one means or other, tends considerably to increase the dis- 
position a man may be in to practise other acts of the same sort ; 
for this also is verified by experience. This, therefore, is one 
instance where the mischief producible by the act is contingent ; 
in other words, in which the tendency of the act is no otherwise 
mischievous than in virtue of its producing a chance of mischief. 
This chance depends upon the concurrence of other acts of the 
same kind ; and those such as must be practised by the same 
person. The object of the mischief is that very person himself 
who is the author of it, and he only, unless by accident. The- 
mischief is, therefore, private and self-regarding. 

‘As to its secondary mischief, alarm, it produces none: it pro- 
duces, indeed, a certain quantity of danger by the influence of 
example ; but it is not often that this danger will amount to a 
quantity worth regarding. 

‘Again. A man omits paying his share to a public tax. This, 
we see, is an act of the negative kind. Is this, then, to be placed 
upon the list of mischievous acts? Yes, certainly. Upon what 
grounds? Upon the following. To defend the community against 
its external as well as its internal adversaries, are tasks, not to 
mention others of a less indispensable nature, which cannot be 
fulfilled but at a considerable expense. But whence is the money 
for defraying this expense to come? It can be obtained in no 
other manner than by contributions to be collected from indi- 
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viduals: in a word, by taxes. I'he produce, then, of these taxes is 
to be looked upon as a kind of benefit which it is necessar>’ the 
governing part of the community should receive for the use of the 
whole. This produce, before it can be applied to its destination, 
requires that there should be certain persons commissioned to 
receive and to apply it. Now, if these persons, had they received 
it, would have applied it to its proper destination, it would have 
been a benefit: the not putting them in a way to receive it, is then 
a mischief, lint it is possible that, if received, it might not have 
been applied to its proper destination ; or that the semces, in 
consideration of which it was bestowed, might not have been 
performed. . . . The benefit is therefore contingent \ and, 

accordingly, upon a certain supposition, the act which consists in 
the averting of it is not a mischievous one. But this supposition, 
in any tolerably-ordered government, will rarely indeed be verified. 
In the very worst-ordered government that exists, the greatest part 
of the duties that are levied are paid over according to their 
destination : and, with regard to any particular sum that is at- 
tempted to be levied upon any particular person upon any 
particular occasion, it is therefore manifest that, unless it be certain 
that it will not be so dis[)osed of, the act of withholding it is a 
mischievous one. 

* The act of payment, when referable to any particular sum, 
especially if it be a small one, might also have failed of proving 
bcncficLil on another ground : and, consequently, the act of non- 
payment, of proving mischievous. It is possible that the same 
services, precisely, might have been rendered without the money 
as with it. If, then, speaking of any small limited sum, such as 
the greatest which any one person is called upon to p.iy at a time, 
a man were to say that the non-payment of it would be attended 
with mischievous consequences ; this would be far from certain : 
but what comes to the same thing as if it were, it is perfectly 
certain when applied to the whole. It is certain that, if all of a 
sudden the payment of all taxes was to cease, there would no 
longer be anything effectual done, either for the maintenance of 
justice, or for the defence of the community against its foreign 
adversaries : that therefore the weak would presently be oppressed 
and injured in all manner of ways, by the strong at home, and 
both together overwhelmed by oppressors from abroad. Upon 
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the whole, therefore, it is ntanifest, th.it in this case, though the 
mischief is remote and contingent, though in its first appearance 
it consists of nothing more than the interception of a benefity and 
though the indi\icluals, in whose favour that benefit would have 
been reduced into the explicit form ot pleasure or security, are 
nltogetlieT unassignable, yet the mischievous tendency of the act is 
not on all these accounts the less indisputable. The mischief, in 
point of and is indeed unknown : \\. \s unccftoin : 

it Is remofe. Hut in point of t x/int it is immense : and in point of 
fecuiuiitw pregnant to a degree that bafiles calculation. 

‘ The investigation might, by a process rendered obvious by 
ajialogy, be extended to the consequences of an act of a bene- 
ficial nature. In both instances, a third order of consequences 
may be reckoned to have taken place, when the influence of 
the .let, through the medium of the i)assive faculty of the patient, 
has come to affect his active faculty. In this w.iy, i. Evil may 
flow out of ci'il : — instance ; the exertions of industry put a stop 
to by the extinction of inducement, resulting from a continued 
chain of acts of robbery or extortion. 2. Good out of evil : — 
instance ; habits of dejrredation put a stop to by a steady course 
of punisbment. 3. Evil out of good : — instance; habits of indus- 
try put a stop to by an excessive course of gratuitous bounty. 
4. Good out of good : — instance ; a constant and increasing course 
of industry, excited and kept up by the rewards afforded by a 
regular and increasing market for the fruits of it*.’ 

It should be noticed that this Rule, though occasionally 
coinciding in result with the second, is by no means to be 
confounded with it. The caution contained in the second 
rule may be stated briefly as follows : Consider what would 
happen, if every^body were to act as you are doing. The 
caution contained in the fourth rule may be stated thus : 
Consider the consequences which your act will entail not 
now only and on those immediately affected by it, but in 
future and on those whom it will or may affect, however 
remotely. In the one case we generalise the act, in the other 
we trace its individual consequences. It is plain that, in 
> Bentham’s Theory of Morals and Legislation, Ch. la, § i (3-1 ?)• 
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order to arrive at a due estimation of its moral character, 
both processes are necessary. 

V. The last rule suggests, or, more properly speaking, 
includes another. The moralist is specially bound to con- 
sider the effects of acts or rules not only on the external 
condition of the individual or society, but also on the 
habits and dispositions, in one word, on the character both 
of the agent himself and of others. For it is obvious that 
an act or rule which, in its immediate consequences, is 
beneficial, may ultimately do more harm than good by its 
deteriorating influences on character. Thus, it might be 
immediately beneficial to remove some needless restraint 
which imposed practical inconveniences on society; but if 
the removal of this restraint were likely to weaken the 
moral character, and so loosen the hold of other rules on 
the conscience, no wise man would recommend it without 
considerable hesitation or except under the pressure of 
grave necessity. Or, again, it may be important in a 
school or similar institution to insist on the punctual per* 
formance of tasks ; but, if this practice be carried so far as 
to produce a distaste for intellectual pursuits, it will defeat 
its own object. Or, once more, innocent indulgence on 
my part, as in wine or recreation, may tend to confirm 
vicious or indolent habits in others. In estimating, there- 
fore, the remote consequences of an act or rule, one of the 
principal circumstances to be taken into consideration is 
its probable results on the habits and dispositions of those 
whom it may affect. To all who are entrusted with 
educational functions, it is needless to point out that this 
rule is of supreme importance. 

In connexion with these rules, it seems desirable to make 
two supplementary remarks. 

The first is that, though the general welfare should be 

S 
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the ultimate end and the ultimate test of all our actions, it 
is, as a rule, best promoted by each man attending to his 
own interest and that of those who immediately surround 
hini and are dependent on him. In order to perceive this 
truth, we have nothing to do but to put in force the second 
rule given above, and to suppose each man engaged pri- 
marily in promoting the interests of others instead of his 
own, of his neighbourhood rather than of his family, of his 
country rather than of his neighbourhood, and of mankind 
at large rather than of his own country. The absurdities, 
inconveniences, and mischiefs which would hence ensue 
arc tolerably obvious. Society, in fact, would soon be 
dissolved. There is no fear, however, human nature being 
constituted as it is, of such practices or theories ever 
becoming general ; and, consequently, it is always more 
needful for the moralist to insist on the necessity of men 
limiting their regard to their own interests by some regard 
to those of others, their regard to the interests of narrower 
aggregates by some regard to the interests of wider aggre- 
gates, their regard to the interests of sections of mankind 
by some regard to the interests of humanity itself. Philan- 
thropy may, it is true, easily degenerate into a vague 
sentiment, the objects of which arc too remote to afford 
much occasion for its exercise, but it is the legitimate 
development of our sympathetic nature, and any system 
of morals which fails to recognise this fact must be in- 
complete and untrue. To lay down an absolute rule that 
the wider interest should always take precedence of the 
narrower, would, as we have seen, be absurd and mis- 
chievous, but it would be little less mischievous to lay 
down an absolute rule to the reverse effect. In con- 
sidering actual cases where the wider and the narrower 
interests clash, one, however, of the many circumstances 
to be taken into consideration is undoubtedly this : that, 
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as a rule admitting of many exceptions, the interests 

of the world are best promoted by each man pursuing 
his own. 

It may be remarked, secondly, that a regard to the 
general ends for the promotion of which moral rules exist, 
and in conformity with which they ought to be framed] 
might be found a most useful corrective of that rigid 
formalism and extreme scrupulosity which have often 
rendered virtue unamiable, and. by so doing, diminished 
her influence over mankind. Unless we bear in mind that 
a rule exists as a means to the furtherance of some end 
beyond itself, we are apt to become slaves of the rule, and 
to insist on its observance in minute and trivial cases 
where it promotes no good end, or even where it frustrates 
the attainment of other ends in themselves desirable. We 
all know the practical inconveniences and discomforts 
which, in ordinary life, are often caused by men who 
' never break their rules,’ especially when those rules, as is 
frequently the case, are of a very minute and formal 
character. But this rigidity and formalism often assume 
a far more serious aspect and lead, by a not unnatural 
reaction, to the comparative neglect of the higher and 
broader rules of morality. Such is the spirit of the 
Pharisee who tithes the mint and cummin and anise, and 
who would rather that his neighbour should perish than 
himself break the least tittle of the law; or the spirit of 
the Stoic who, with the rigid inflexibility of a precisian, 
pronounced all crimes to be equal, because they arc all de- 
flexions from the standard of absolute rectitude. And it is 
a spirit which is constantly reappearing, and must con- 
stantly be reappearing, amongst mankind ; for it is due to, 
a cause which is in constant operation, namely, the ten- 
dency to lose sight of the end while pursuing the means. 
Its only corrective is to keep that end steadily in view 

S 2 
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adjusting our conduct wisely and cautiously to the great 
aims of human life and the supreme objects for which 
society exists. 


Before bringing this chapter to a close, there remain 
two important questions, intimately connected with the 
topics already discussed, to which the moralist is un- 
doubtedly bound to attempt to supply a categorical 
answer. 

First, though I conceive that the answer is implicitly 
contained in what has already been said, it might be asked 
definitely: What is it, when we have ascertained what is 
right, which obliges us to its performance? Or, in other 
words, what is the theory here adopted of Moral Obligation*? 

I reply, in one word, that the obligation to do what is right 
and refrain from what is wrong is imposed upon us by 
our vioral nature, by which I mean the whole nature of 
man, sympathetic as well as self-regarding, rational as well 
as emotional, capable of reflecting on its own acts and, as a 
consequence of that reflexion, capable of passing on them a 

* Strictly speaking, the word ObligatioQ implies a person or persons to 
whom we are obliged, as God, the Sovereign, some section of our fellow* 
men, or our feUow*inen in general. But it has now come to be used withont 
this connotation, and to signify any consideration which appears authori- 
tatively to prescribe to us the observance or avoidance of any course of 
conduct. Moral Obligation, therefore, signifies a consideration of this kind, 
based on grounds which are distinctively moral. Similarly, Duty originally 
implied some person or persons, other than the agent himself, to whom 
a given course of conduct was due; though it is now used simply in the 
general sense of right conduct, as when we speak of a man’s ‘duty to 
himself.’ The verb ‘ought’ corresponds with the substantive ‘duty.* Thus 
to say that we are ‘ under a moral obligation’ to do a thing, that we 
•ought’ to do it, or that it is our ‘duty,’ are equivalent forms of ex- 
pression. 

It will be plain, from wbat I have said in this and the preceding Chapters, 
that I do not agree with Professor Sidgwick (Methods of Ethics, Book I, 
Ch. 3) in regarding the idea connoted by these terms as ‘ultimate and 
unanalysable. 
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definitive sentence of approval or disapproval. My answer, 
of course, implies that there are in man higher and lower 
appetites and capacities ; that he is able, by reflexion, to 
discriminate between the two ; and that, in practice, he has 
the power of giving effect to the results of that discrimi- 
nation. If it be objected that this theory of obligation is a 
purely subjective one, I reply that all theories of obligation 
must be so, in the last analysis. Even those who find their 
theory of obligation in the law of the land rest it ultimately 
on our fear of punishment. To a man who was insensible 
to the prospect of pain or privations the law would speak 
in vain. And, similarly, those who ground the obligation 
to right conduct on the will or nature of God really appeal 
either to our hope of future reward and fear of future punish- 
ment or to that higher sanction which is found in the love 
and awe of God and the consequent desire to shape our 
conduct in accordance with what we conceive to be His. The 
majesty of the moral law, if that be regarded as the source 
of moral obligation, implies, on our part, a recognition of 
that law, a reverence for it, and a willingness to conform 
our actions to its requirements. And so, in whatever 
direction we turn, we shall always find that the moralist, 
though he may begin by apparently referring moral obli- 
gation to some external source, really appeals, in the last 
resort, to some principle or set of principles in human 
nature itself. Again, it may be objected that this theory 
of moral obligation founds morality on a purely human 
basis. I reply that this is not the case. Believing, as I 
do, that human nature has had its origin in a Divine 
Source, and that it has been divinely appointed to work 
out great ends in the economy of the universe, I regard the 
moral nature of man as a consummate example of the 
divine workmanship, and none the less so, because it has 
been gradually developed and is being developed still. 
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instead of being an instantaneous product, incapable of 
improvement or growth. Though, therefore, my ultimate 
reference, in all matters of conduct, is to the constitution of 
man's nature, it is to man’s nature as God’s work. Further- 
more, it may be objected that this theory docs not provide 
any infallible standard of reference. It certainly does not, 
though I may reply that, in the great majority of cases 
likely to occur in actual life, it provides a sufficiently trust- 
worthy one, and one the application of which, in most cases, 
cannot reasonably be questioned. The enlightened con- 
science of a reflective man, though not infallible and though 
necessarily relative to his time and circumstances, is not 
likely, in practical issues, if it avails itself of all the external 
aids which are open to it, to go far astray. Lastly, it may 
be said, and said quite truly, that the appeal to the higher 
elements of a man’s nature may have no effect. But this 
objection applies, in some measure, to all schemes of 
morality and even to all sanctions of conduct. And that 
for the very reason, as was said in replying to the first 
objection, that the ultimate appeal must always be to some 
feeling or principle of human nature itself. If that feeling 
or principle be dead or dormant or inactive, we can plainly 
pursue the appeal no further. It is always open to a man 
to say that he does not admit our reasons, or recognise the 
reality or force of the sanctions propounded to him. 
Happily, those who are deaf to the higher considerations 
of religion and morality, who have no prickings of con- 
science and stand in no awe of God, are often influenced 
by the fear of the reprobation of society, or, at a still lower 

level, of the physical sanction of punishment administered 
by the law. 


The second question which might be asked is what is 
my conception of the relation between right, good, and 
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pleasure ; or wrong, evil, and pain. My conception of the 
relation between right and good (and, therefore, mutatis 
mutandis, wrong and evil) has already been stated with 
sufficient definiteness. It will, for our present purposes, be 
sufficient to recal the brief definition given of a right act 
as the result of a conscious choke of the greater good or 
lesser eviP. But, then, it may fairly be asked what precise 
meaning do I attach to the word ‘good,’ and what is the 
relation of this conception of ‘good’ to another conception 
so frequently employed in ethical speculations, that of 
‘pleasure’? Terms so e.xceedingly familiar as these are, 
of course, peculiarly difficult to define. It is impossible to 
discover, for their explanation, terms more familiar than 
themselves, and the utmost that we can hope to do is to 
exhibit them in their relations to one another and to 
kindred terms. I have, therefore, thus far employed them 
without any attempt at definition, the context, I think, in 
each case, sufficiently shewing, for our purposes, the ethical 
import attaching to them. At the same time, I acknow- 
ledge that, in a work like the present, there ought some- 
where to be a statement, at least approximately precise, of 
the place which an author conceives these and such like 
terms to occupy in his theory of the economy of human 
nature. 

Now, setting aside other applications of the term ‘ good,’ 
which are entirely beyond our purpose, and confining 
ourselves to the good of an organic being, the simplest 
account seems to be that the good of any part of it is the 
satisfaction or development of that part, and the good of 
the whole the development of its entire nature or the 
attainment of that end or those ends for which it is 
naturally fitted. Thus, if we consider any one human 
appetite, desire, or affection in itself, and without any 

> See pp. 334. > 35 * 
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reference to anything else, the result of its gratification 
may be called good, and, similarly, of its frustration evil. 
But, inasmuch as our appetites, desires, and affections arc 
constantly clashing, the gratification of one of them, in its 
relation to our nature as a whole, may come to be evil, and 
its frustration good. Thus, for reasons and in ways already 
.sufficiently explained, man is led to co-ordinate his various 
feelings, and to aim at the satisfaction of his nature as a 
whole, rather than that of any particular part or parts of 
it. But man is so constituted that his nature can only 
receive satisfaction in a constant growth or progress, and, 
hence, in his case, the term satisfaction may be conveni- 
ently replaced by development. Again, man can only be 
adequately developed in society, and, consequently, the 
development of the individual man implies the develop- 
ment of society, as, correspondently, the development of 
society plainly implies the development of the individual. 
Lastly, as man is placed in a material environment, and is 
thereby subjected to certain limitations and conditions, his 
nature must be developed in a certain conformity there- 
with. The good of man, therefore, as a whole, may be 
conceived of as the development of the various parts of his 
nature in harmony with one another and with the social 
and material medium in which he exists. 

But how are we to know whether the functions of any 
part of our nature are being promoted or thwarted ? 
Surely, at any given moment, we know, and can know the 
fact only by the feeling of pleasure or pain which attends 
their exercise ; and, though present pain may be the 
condition of future pleasure and at times essential to the 
creation or renewal of healthy action, it is not till the pain 
passes away, and the pleasure comes, that we can say the 
function is being promoted. Thus pleasure and pain are 
the signs of good and evil, the means by which we know, 



Chap. VI.) 


GOOD AND PLEASURE. 


265 


from moment to moment, whether our condition h a good 
or an evil one. If pressed for a definition of them, I can 
hardly say more than that they are the feelings which 
supervene respectively on the gratification, satisfaction, or 
promotion of any appetite, desire, affection, tendency, or 
requirement of our nature ; and, on the other hand, on the 
frustration, disappointment, thwarting, or breaking in on 
the same. Now, as pleasure and pain, though not identical 
with good and evil, are the signs by which they become 
known to us, men have not unnaturally been led, to a 
certain extent, to use the two pairs of terms as convertible, 
and even philosophers and moralists to speak of good and 
evil in terms of pleasure and pain. There is, however, at 
the same time, a very important difference which may often 
be detected in the ordinary employment of the two sets 
of terms. Pleasure and pain are frequently applied to 
designate momentary feelings ; good and evil to designate 
permanent, or, at least, more permanent conditions. Thus, 
take the homely instance of drawing a tooth. The patient, 
if an adult, willingly submits to the pain, or, if a child, is 
exhorted to submit to it, because it is ‘ for his good.' But, 
when we come to look more closely into the meaning of 
this expression, there is really no identification between 
pain and good, as such, or any opposition between pleasure 
and evil, as such. At the cost of momentary pain, the 
patient Is secured against the constant recurrence of pain 
in the future, together with the many inconveniences (that 
is, deprivations of pleasure) which attend on a diseased 
organ. These recurring pains and inconveniences arc, 
whenever they occur, signs of ‘something amiss,' as we 
say, and hence, from moment to moment, at any rate, pain 
and evil, pleasure and good, may be regarded as practically 
identical. But then experience informs us that momentary 
good or pleasure is often enjoyed at the cost of often-re- 



266 


RECTITUDE. 


[Part 11. 


curring or prolonged or even permanent evil or pain ; and, 
similarly, that submission to a slight or brief pain or evil 
will often ensure a large amount of pleasure or good or 
freedom from pain in the future. And hence, there being 
need of some expressions to denote this familiar opposi- 
tion, the words good and pleasure, and, similarly, evil and 
pain often come to be contrasted : good and evil being 
applied to often-recurring, prolonged, or permanent states; 
pleasure and pain to momentary, seldom-recurring, or 
comparatively brief feelings. The ambiguity thus result- 
ing from this double use of the word pleasure in its rela- 
tion to good may evidently become a matter of great 
embarrassment to the moralist and a source of constant 
confusion to the student. It would, therefore, it appears 
to me, be a real gain in ethical nomenclature, if we could, 
wherever there is any chance of misunderstanding, employ 
the words ‘good’ and ‘evil’ rather than ‘pleasure’ and 
‘pain’ to designate the measures of our actions; for, in 
cases of conflict, they seem to suggest the sacrifice of the 
transitory to the permanent rather than of the permanent 
to the transitory. At the same time, when properly ex- 
plained and qualified (a process which is not always easy), 
the terms ‘pleasure’ and ‘pain’ may be employed inter- 
cliangeably with ‘good’ and ‘evil.’ Happiness and Misery 
(which seem to mean respectively a decided balance of 
pleasure over pain and a decided balance of pain over 
pleasure) are not open to the main objection attaching to 
the words ‘pleasure’ and ‘pain,’ namely, that of suggesting 
merely momentary feelings; but the word Happiness, 
when employed to designate the ethical test or end, is 
peculiarly open to the objection that men are apt to 
understand by it material rather than mental conditions, 
comfort and what is called ‘success in life’ rather than the 
development of our manifold faculties, culminating in the 
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intellectual, moral, and spiritual nature. A favourable 
medium, certain opportunities, and a certain amount of 
external prosperity are indeed, as was long ago obscr\cd 
by some of the ancient moralists, essential to the full and 
satisfactory exercise of these capacities ; but this con- 
sideration, as well as the more important one of the de- 
velopment of our human nature itself, seems to be suffi- 
ciently covered by the term ‘good.' I have, therefore, 
usually, though not exclusively, employed this term (and, 
imitatis mutandis^ its opposite ‘evil’), in the present work, 
rather than any others, to denote the test or standard by 
which the moralist should measure human acts, disposi- 
tions, and characters. Cognate terms, which, besides 
combining the other advantages of the term ‘ good,' still 
more clearly imply permanence, and exclude merely mo- 
mentary pleasures, arc ‘welfare’ and ‘well-being’; but, 
from the want of opposites in common use, they are, 
generally speaking, not equally convenient. In the formal 
statement, however, of the ultimate criterion of action, I 
have employed them, as being least open to ambiguity or 
misunderstanding. 

All these terms arc, in this sense, inadequate and in- 
definite, that, as society advances and the moral horizon 
is extended, they arc undergoing a constant proce.ss of 
expansion and rectification. ‘ Pleasure,’ ‘ Happiness,’ 
‘Good,’ 'Welfare,' ‘Well-being’ convey a very different 
meaning to a .savage and a cultivated European, a clown 
or a sage, a man who is swayed by passion or governed by 
forethought and reflexion. But this fact, to those who 
believe in the progress or even movement of human 
nature, constitutes no real objection to their employment. 
It is a necessary incident of morality, considered as a 
progressive, or even fluctuating, and not a stationary 
condition, and only reminds us that language is no more 
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stable, or exempt from change, than any other human 
product or institution. Terms such as perfection of 
character, self-realisation, and the like, it hardly needs to 
be pointed out, are equally relative to the conceptions of 
those who employ them, and, consequently, equally circum- 
scribed by the limitations of time, nationality, and circum- 
stance. 

As the functions of the various parts of our compound 
nature vary indefinitely, ranging from those of the purely 
animal appetites up to those which seem to link the human 
nature with the divine, the question naturally occurs 
whether the pleasures and pains which supervene upon 
their satisfaction or disappointment do not participate in 
a like difference. Is the pleasure, for instance, which 
results from a hearty meal of the same kind as that which 
ensues on healthy muscular exertion, or either of them as 
the pleasure derived from looking at a beautiful picture or 
reflecting on a generous action? The consciousness of 
different men may give a different answer to this question, 
but to me, and, if I mistake not, to many others, the true 
answer appears to be that they are not of the same kind, 
and that these pleasures differ in quality, rather than in 
mere amount or quantity. How then, it may be asked, 
can we compare or equate them, so as to employ the 
results of the comparison either as the measure of past or 
as a guide to future conduct? It may be replied, in the 
first place, that, even when two pleasures are of the same 
kind and one follows immediately on the other — the 
simplest case we can take — it is impossible to compare 
them with mathematical precision, and to say that one is, 
for instance, just double or treble of the other. Conse- 
quently, the difficulty of exact mensuration is not intro- 
duced by the distinction of quality in pleasures, but 
already exists, even on the theory that pleasures differ 
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only in amount. There will, of course, be increasing 
divergence of judgment, as amongst different men, and 
increasing uncertainty even in the decisions of the same 
man, when differences of quality as well as quantity have 
to be taken into account in the estimation of pleasures and 
pains. But it is only an additional difficulty, and it is one 
which we are all of us engaged in solving, each for himself, 
and society for us all, throughout the whole of our lives, 
while mankind, ever since men became conscious and 
reflective beings, has been, throughout the long eras of its 
existence, incessantly occupied in the same work. The 
mensuration, it is true, can never become exact ; it is, 
necessarily, always more or less rough : but, with increas- 
ing experience and increasing reflexion, it is constantly 
becoming more and more precise, and better adapted to 
the practical needs of each generation k The general 
result of this process, in a society which is morally pro- 
gressive, is an ever-growing preference for the higher and 
more refined pleasures of the aisthetic, intellectual, moral, 
and spiritual nature over those of the merely appetitive 
and animal part of man. So marked may this preference 
ultimately become, that no amount of physical enjoyment 
would tempt, and no amount of physical suffering deter, 
a man from carrying through some course of conduct 
which he conceives to be right or from satisfying one of 
the deeper needs of his moral or spiritual being. In such 
cases our pleasures or pains, or. as perhaps more commonly 
happens, a pleasure and pain, are said to be ‘ incommensur- 
able ’ Of course, the relation between the terms may 
sometimes be reversed, and, in men of a low or degraded 
type, the pleasures and pains connected with the love of 

‘ Here I may refer back to what has beea already said oa 
in the criUciim of Beatham's treatment of pleasnres and pains. Sec 1 art , 

ch. 3, pp. 1 24-1 a?- 
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gain or the gratification of some sensual impulse may 
entirely obliterate all the higher motives and more refined 
feelings. Happily, however, with the development of 
society, the tendencies of humanity, in this respect, are 
usually in the direction of elevation rather than degenera- 
tion. 

It may not be out of place, in connexion with the topics 
which have just been discussed, to offer a few remarks on 
the vexed question of the relation of pleasure to desire. 
Are our pleasures and pains simply the concomitants of 
the satisfaction and disappointment of our desires, or is 
the attainment of pleasure or the removal of pain or dis- 
comfort the express object at which our desires aim ? 
I may state my own opinion briefly as follows. Each 
appetite, desire, or affection seems to be directed primarily 
to its appropriate object, as hunger to food, ambition to 
honour, benevolence to the good of others, and similarly 
with the rest. In other words, each appetite, desire, or 
affection aims directly at an objective end, and not, at 
least in the first instance, at the attainment of the subjec- 
tive feeling of pleasure or relief from pain. Yet, if, owing 
to the concomitant circumstances or subsequent results, 
the gratification of a desire produced, on the whole, more 
pain than pleasure, it would probably recur, on the next 
occasion, in a weakened form. And if, after repeated ex- 
periences, the desire were still attended with more pain 
than pleasure, or its gratification invariably resulted in 
more pain than its frustration', it is difficult to conceive 

‘ The gratification of a desire is in itself, and apart from attendant cir- 
cumstances or subsequent results, always pleasurable. But the attendant 
circumstances or the subsequent results may be so disagreeable as entirely 
to obliterate the pleasure derived from the gratification of the desire, and 
so invest, in our minds, the gratification of the desire itself with a disagreeable 
character. Thus, the gratification of hunger is, in itself, always pleasurable, 
but the viands with which the appeUte is gratified may be so disagreeable 
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that it could much longer continue to operate. On the 
other hand, when the attainment of the object of desire 
is attended with a large balance of pleasure or with relief 
from pain, the desire itself is stimulated and intensified. 
Thus, pleasure and pain may, in a certain sense, be said 
to determine action; because we naturally gratify those 
desires which are attended with pleasure and check or 
intermit those which are attended with pain. But, in the 
generality of cases, we seem to be unconscious, or at any 
rate only imperfectly conscious, of this action of pro- 
spective pleasure and pain upon the will ; and it appears 
to be comparatively seldom that men expressly place 
before their minds the attainment of pleasure or the re- 
moval of pain as the object to be definitely aimed at*. 
I cannot, at the same time, doubt that, in some cases, the 
two objects are consciously combined, and that men not 
only seek to compass their desires but also dwell with 
conscious satisfaction on the pleasure or relief from pain 
which they expect to result from their gratification. We 
may see, therefore, both how this question as to the proper 
object of desire came to be raised, and also that the 
solution of which it admits is by no means a simple one*. 

or prodacc such disagTceable consequences, that we may dread the recurrence 
of the appetite. The more violent, however, the appetite or the more in- 
tense the desire, the less do we care for the unpleasantness of the concomitant 
circumstances or of the subsequent results,— a proof, if any were needeil, 
that the satisfaction of the appetite or desire, in itself, and apart from all 
other circumstances, is always attended with pleasure. 

> Professor Sidjjwick (Methods of Ethics. Bk. I, ch. 4) h.is pointedly 
expressed almost the same position as follows: ‘A man’s predominant desire 
is, 1 think, roost commonly not a conscious impulse towards pleasure: 
but, where there is strong desire in any direction, there is commonly 
keen susceptibility to the corresponding pleasures; and the roost devoted 
enthusiast is sustained In bis work by the recurrent consciousness of such 
plcosoret.* 

* Amongst the most interesting anthorilies on this question are Butlers 
SennoDs» Pretkee and Sermons XI j SIdgwick*s Methods of Ethics, Bk. I» 
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Its practical importance consists in its bearing on the 
question whether we have or have not disinterested 
feelings, that is to say, feelings other than those which 
arc directed to the attainment of our own pleasures or 
the relief of our own pains. The reply is, I think, that 
we undoubtedly have such feelings ; but that, in the actual 
experience of life, the thought of the pleasures and pains 
which arc likely to result to ourselves from their gratifi- 
cation or disappointment is, either by latent association 
or conscious forethought, often inextricably blended with 
them, so that this consideration also comes to be a power- 
ful factor in conduct. 

Though in this and the preceding chapter I have not 
infrequently adopted or approximated to the views of the 
so-called Utilitarian moralists, I hope it will be plain 
that I have insisted on the necessity of recognising the 
distinctively moral sanction of self-approbation and self- 
disapprobation (a recognition which, in my view, is 
essential to the very existence of Ethics) ; on the im- 
portance, or rather necessity, of including among the 
elements of human welfare the satisfaction of all the 
higher requirements both of the individual nature and of 
Society, as well as of taking into account the reflex effects 
of rules and actions on our habits and dispositions ; and, 
finally, on that theory of Moral Obligation which, while 
grounding it on the characteristics and tendencies of human 
nature as a whole, finds it specially in that authoritative, 
though still fallible, principle, which is variously denomi- 
nated the Moral Faculty, the Moral Sense, or Conscience. 
I am far from insinuating that the eminent, and often ill- 

ch. 4 (a chapter which it is important to read in the last, i.e. 3rd, edition) j 
and Bain on the Emotions and Will, The Will, ch. 8, together with the 
article on Butler in bis Mannal of Mental and Moral Philosophy. 
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understood, writers to whom I have alluded have always 
denied, or even ignored, these important truths, but, partly, 
no doubt, owing to the circumstances under which they 
wrote and their objects in writing*, they have certainly 
not insisted on them with the clearness and emphasis 
which their indispensable position in any theory of Morals 
demanded. 

‘ See the remarks on Benlham, in Part I. Ch. a. 
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CHAPTER VII. 


On the Reason. 


The Fnnctions of the Reason in determining Conduct. Analysis of 
Moral Action. Co-ordination of the Feelings by the Reason. 


Having now considered the various feelings which 
enter into our moral nature, together with their appropriate 
objects, it may be convenient to proceed next to investi- 
gate the functions of the Reason in the determination 
of conduct. 

The word Reason is usually employed in one or other 
of two senses. Sometimes it is used to denote the real or 
supposed faculty which furnishes a priori ideas, — ideas, 
that is to sa)', which are supposed to have an existence 
prior to all experience, even though experience may be 
necessary in order to elicit them. It is not our business to 
consider the doctrine of a priori ideas in general, but, so 
far as it affects the moral ideas of right and wrong, it has 
already been sufficiently discussed^ We have attempted 
to shew that it does not adequately account for the 
diversity of those ideas, which fact can be adequately 
accounted for on another hypothesis, and hence we have 
been led to reject it. It is not, therefore, necessary 
in the present place to revert to this sense of the word 
Reason. 


^ See Part L Chapter 2 , and beginning of Chapter 6 . 
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In the second of the two senses alluded to above. 
Reason is the faculty of comparison or reflexion, including 
in that process what is necessarily involved in it, namely 
abstraction. This is the ordinary sense of the word 
Reason, both in English philosophy and in common life. 
Thus, we arc said to employ Reason, when we infer a 
conclusion, when we make a generalization, when we 
pronounce a judgment, or when we analyse a conception. 
In all these cases, it will be found that we compare objects, 
qualities, notions, or judgments, and that, in making the 
comparison, we invariably abstract certain qualities, attri- 
butes, or notions, for the purpose of concentrating our 
attention the more exclusively on the others*. 

Now Reason enters into morality, both in the way of 
determining and of estimating conduct. The slightest 
reflexion will shew that neither the one nor the other 
of these processes would be possible without the employ- 
ment of Reason. So essential, in fact, is Reason both to the 
right direction and the right cstimatiorr of human conduct, 
that many writers have spoken as if they exclusively 
depended upon it, as if the slightest admixture of emotion 
vitiated both our acts and our judgments, as if man had 
only to rid himself of all his passions and affections and 
reduce himself to the state of a purely intellectual being, 
in order both to act rightly and to pronounce rightly on 
the past acts both of himself and others. That we do not 
share in these opinions, but, on the other hand, believe 
both reason and emotion to concur as well in our moral 

> The expressions ‘(o abstract' an<l ‘abslmclion’ arc frequently employed 
improperly to designate the circumstances on which the attention is fixed rather 
than those circumstances which are 'drawn off’ or withdrawn from the range 
of mental vision, in order that the attention may be concentrated on those 
which remain. Thus, in Classification, we do not, properly speaking, 'abstract* 
the qualities by means of which, as being common, the classes arc defined, but 
those which, not being common, ore left out of consideration. 

T % 
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acts as in our moral judgments, is abundantly evident from 
what has already been said in previous chapters. 

or the respective elements contributed by reason and 
emotion in forming an estimate of conduct, so much has 
been said in the chapter on the Moral Faculty, that it 
would be superfluous to recur to the question in the present 
place. I propose, therefore, to confine my attention in this 
chapter to the operation of reason in the determination of 
conduct, or, in other words, to the functions of reason in 
the process of moral action and in that of the co-ordination 
of the feelings. 

The most obvious distinction to draw, when we look at 
a human action for the purpose of analysis, is that into 
end and means. In every action, a man proposes to 
himself, consciously or unconsciously, a certain end, and 
even in the mere exertion of the muscles he is taking a 
means towards the attainment of an end. Some of our 
actions, indeed, are automatic or instinctive, but instinct, 
wc must recollect, is only another form of reason, and even 
in those actions which we call instinctive there is always 
an end to be attained, though that end may not be con- 
sciously present to us. Now, speaking broadly, it may be 
laid down that the end is always suggested by some 
emotion, while the means for the attainment of the end 
are always devised by reason. 

To make this proposition plain by examples. A man, 
say, feels the sensation of hunger, and so desires food. If 
no other desire conflict with this one, he will take the first 
opportunity of gratifying it ; the means taken for the 
accomplishment of his end being of a more or less complex 
character. Thus, the food may be within his reach, and he 
may simply have to walk across the room, or into another 
room, to obtain it ; or he may have to send for it, or to 
purchase it In all these cases, reason dictates the means 
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by which the end is attained. VVe either repeat mechani- 
cally the same means which, under similar circumstances, 
we have hitherto been accustomed to employ, or we con- 
sider what means we have employed on a previous and 
similar occasion, or, out of various alternatives by which 
the end may be compassed, we, after reflexion, select some 
particular one. 

But it frequently happens that, no sooner does one 
desire present itself, than other and conflicting desires are 
simultaneously excited. Thus, I may desire food, but it 
may occur to me that, if I gratify the desire now, I shall 
have no appetite for my next meal, or that I may be pre- 
vented from purchasing some object on which I have set 
my mind, or that I may not be able to relieve another 
person who is in more want of food than niyself, or that by 
gratification of the desire, under present circumstances, I 
may impair my health. Some of the conflicting desires 
may, as will be evident from the examples, be of an 
equally transitory character with the desire of food, but 
others may, like the desire of health, be permanently 
present to us, and always ready to modify or restrain any 
desire which may conflict with them. The objects of these 
various desires may all be regarded as ends, .some of them 
being of a transitory and some of a permanent character ; 
and a reflective being, such as is man, docs not arbitrarily 
pursue, first one, then the other, but, aided by his ex- 
perience of the past, compares them by tracing out the 
consequences which arc likely to follow from the gratifica- 
tion of each desire. Now this process can only be effected 
by reference to some common standard, with which the 
various ends may be compared, and to which, therefore, 
they may be regarded as instrumental. But this is only to 
say that what were formerly regarded as ends arc now 
regarded as means, as means, namely, to the attainment 
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of that further end to which they are, in various degrees, 
conducive. Thus, food, sleep, exercise, work, relaxation, 
which, from one point of view, may all be regarded as 
distinct ends, may, from another, be regarded as means 
towards the attainment of health, to which end they are all 
more or less conducive, and by reference to which they 
may all be compared. Similarly the desire of health 
itself may conflict with the desire of wealth, of sensual 
enjoyment, of knowledge, or of reputation. These ends 
may be compared by reference to some common object, to 
which all conduce, or arc supposed to conduce, and may 
thus come to be regarded as means ; and so we may go 
on. till, at last, we reach some one end which, being itself 
the ultimate end of action, cannot be estimated by reference 
to any further cn^l^ This end. with reference to individual 
action, is our own general welfare ; with reference to society, 
or even to the individual regarded as an unit of society, it 
is the general welfare of mankind at large. 


’ Arist. Lth. NIc. X. 6 (6). “Ajrar'To 70/) w; ir/pou IvfKa Qlpovnt$a 

yrKyv rfji ^ap aCri;. 

This considcraiion of the constant conversion of ends into means, when 
themselves regarded with reference to some further end, may serve to Uplain 
a .lifTiculty which must frequently have occurred to readers of the early chapters 
of the Third Book of the Ethics. Aristotle, in analysing the process of moral 
action, there distinguishes three steps, namely : 

(1) ^oirAi^irir, or the of the end. 

(2) 6 ovktvait, or deliberation on the means. 

(3) irpoaiptati, or choice of means. 

But, m comparing these steps, the question naturally occurs to us: do we not 
deliberate on the desirability of our ends themselves, as well as on the most 
appropriate means for attaining them? Undoubtedly we do, nor could this fact 
have well escaped the notice of Aristotle. If, however, we bear in mind what 
has already been slated in the text, the analysis may be regarded as complete : 
for, no sooner do we begin to deliberate on the desirability of an end than we 
compare it with some other end with which it is supposed to come into com- 
petition, and this comparison can only be instituted by reference to some 
common standard, or further end, to which the competing ends are regarded as 
conducive. As soon, therefore, as we begin to deliberate on an end, it is trans* 
ferred from the category of ends to that of means. 
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VVe may now, perhaps, see the origin of the mistake 
which has led many moralists to speak of Reason as 
capable of supplying ‘ the sole spring of action.’ Our 
ends are always suggested by some passion, appetite, 
desire, or affection, in short by some emotion. The means 
for the attainment of those ends are always devised and 
compared by reason. But, then, there is no end, except 
the ultimate end or ends of human action, which may not 
come itself to be regarded as a means towards the attain- 
ment of some further end, and, immediately it is so 
regarded, it falls under the domain of Reason. It seems, 
however, to escape the notice of the moralists of whom I 
am speaking, that, in the first instance, all these ends 
originate in the emotional part of our nature. They, or 
their consequences, may afterwards come to be compared 
by reference to some further standard, but they must 
originally have occurred to us, in virtue of some unsatisfied 
want or stimulated affection. A merely rational being, so 
far as we can conceive, would be incapable of any actk 


‘ See Tucker’s admirable Chapter on Reason, where this position is satis- 
factorily established and copiously illustrated. 

Mr. Herbert Spencer is, perhaps, inclined to underestimate the share taken 
by Reason in determining conduct, but the following passage (transcribed from 
bis Study of Sooiolog>-, chap. 15) will supply an apposite illustration of what 
has been advanced in the text: ‘It is thus with conduct of every kind. Sec 
thi.< group of persons clustered at the river side. A boat has upset, and some 
one is in danger of drowning. The fact that in the abicnce of aid the youth in 
the water will shortly die, is known to them all. That by swimming to his 
assistance hU life may be saved, is a proposition denied by none of them. The 
duty of helping fcllow-crcaturcs who arc in diflicultics. they have been taught 
all their lives ; and they will severally admit that running a risk to prevent a 
death is praiseworthy. Nevertheless, though sundry of them can swim, they do 
nothing beyond shouting for assistance or giving advice. Rut now here comes 
one who, tearing off bis coat, plunges in to the rescue. In what docs he differ 
from the others ? Not in knowledge. Their cognitions are equally clear wiUi 
hU. They know as well as he does that death is iroiicnding ; and know. too. 
how it may be prevented. In him. however, these cognitions arouse certain 
correlative emotions more strongly than they are aroused in the rest. Groups 
of feeUngs arc excited in all ; but whereas in the others the dclcrrcnt feelings 
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Even the Deity himself is regarded as animated with a 
desire for the good of his creatures. As Aristotle truly 
remarks : biavoia avrrf ovO€v Kivet, a\A' fj €v(Kd tov Kac 
TtpaKTiKTj^, and, in an earlier passage, fiev ovi> 

TTpoatpfo'ty, oOfv t) Ktirq<ri9, oAA* ov ivfKa, Tr/JoaipeVeo)? 5^ 
dpf^is Kat Aoyoy o tipos~. ‘ Reason,’ says Hutcheson, 

'judges of the tendency of our actions: it can never 
^^S&cst an action in the first instance.’ 

One circumstance, perhaps, which has had no inconsi- 
derable share in creating the opinion that our acts may 
proceed from reason alone, and that Reason is ‘ the sole 
spring of virtuous action,’ is the fact that, by common 
consent, our virtuous actions are called ‘ reasonable.’ This 
mode of speaking is noticed, and, to a certain extent, 
explained by Hutcheson in his Illustrations of the Moral 


Sense^: ‘ VVe may transiently observe,’ he says, ‘what has 
occasioned the word "reasonable” as the epithet of only 
virtuous actions. Though we have instincts determining us 
to desire ends without supposing any previous reasoning, 
yet by use of Reason we find out the means for attaining 
our ends. When we do not use our Reason, we are often 
disappointed of our ends. VVe, therefore, call those actions 
which are cfTectual to their ends " reasonable.’” To this 
remark might be added, and ought to have been added, 
the consideration that no vicious act can strictly be called 
' reasonable,’ however much it may conduce to the attain- 
ment of any of the minor ends of life. An act, for instance, 
which was the means of acquiring a large fortune at the 
expense of veracity, would not be a strictly ‘reasonable’ 

***ere is a surplus of the feelings excited by 
sympathy, joined, it may be, with others not of so high a kind. In each case 
however the behaviour is not determined by knowledge, but by emotion’ 
Obviously, change in the actions of these passive spectators is^not to be 

stronger.'^ ^ cognitions dearer, but by making their higher feelings 

' VI. , (5). . W. VI. a (4). s Sect. i. 
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act: for, though it might secure to us the minor end of 
wealth, it would not really be instrumental to the attain- 
ment of the supreme end of life, by reference to which all 
other ends must be measured and estimated, namely, the 
greatest attainable welfare of ourselves and others ; or, as 
I have elsewhere* said, ‘if we choose to employ different 
but equivalent expressions, of the individual considered as 
an unit of society, or of society considered as including the 
individual.' 

Having thus pointed out that, in all our acts whatsoever, 
the end, so far as it remains an end, is the object of 
some emotion, while the means, and all ends which are 
regarded in the light of means to the attainment of some 
further end, are compared and estimated by Reason, 

I may now proceed to consider the functions of Reason 
generally with respect to the emotional part of our nature. 

VVe have seen that the various ends suggested by our 
simpler desires may conflict with one another, that they are 
then compared with reference to some further end, that 
this end, conflicting with some other end, may, in like 
manner, be compared with it in reference to some still 
further end, and so on, till, at last, a fixed subordination 
is established among our ends, and we thus attain a habit 
of at once dismissing one desire and fostering another, 
because the one thwarts and the other promotes the 
supreme objects of life. It is this process, frequently 
repeated in the individual and the race, which has 
created that perfect habit of self-control by which some 
men seem to have attained such complete ascendancy 
over their appetites, such complete independence of all 
disturbing circumstances, and such a complete power of 
moulding all their acts with reference to the main aims 

^ Progressive Morality, ch. 4« 
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and actuating principles of their lives, whatever those may 
be. Nor is this process confined to acts. It is plain that, 
by constant repetition, its effects may be extended from 
individual acts to the desires from which they spring, so 
that a particular desire, if it come into conflict with 
another particular desire, may usually, or even invariably, 
give way. There might conceivably even be cases where 
a desire was eradicated altogether, so as no longer to form 
any part of our nature’. Again, what is true of particular 
desires may, through association and the continuous opera- 
tion of similar influences, become true of groups of similar 
desires. Thus, if our master-passion be some self-regarding 
principle, it may stifle, first one, and then another affection, 
till, at last, our sympathies are almost crushed out. Or, 
on the other hand, if the master-passion be some philan- 
thropic sentiment, first one, and then another selfish desire 
may succumb before it, till, at last, we seem as if we lived 
almost entirely for the sake of others. And, exactly in 
the same way, our various desires, instead of one extir- 
pating another, may one modify another, so as to become 
co-ordinated and harmonised, each contributing its due 
share to the general purposes of our being. That Reason 
is the instrument by which this subordination or co-ordina- 
tion, as the case may be, is effected, will be abundantly 
clear from what has already been said in this chapter. 
The mode in which it operates with respect to the several 
groups of feelings, whether by co-ordinating the feelings 

’ Bacon (De Augmentis, Bk. VII. eh. 3) speaks of ‘ one passion regulating 
anoiIuT, and ‘how they employ each other’s assistance to conquer some one, 
after the manner of hunters and fowlers, who take beast with beast, and bird 
with bird ; which man, perhaps, without such assistance, could not so easily do. 
And upon this foundation rests that excellent and universal use of rewards and 
punishmenU in civil life. For these arc the supports of states, and suppress all 
the other noxious affections by those two predominant ones, fear and hope. 
And as, in civil government, one faction frequently bridles and governs 
another ; the case is the same in Uic internal govcninient of the mind.’ 
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within each group or the several groups with each other, 
or by subordinating one feeling or one group to another, 
is described at length in the chapters which treat of the 
emotional parts of our nature. Morality has there been 
regarded as resulting from the co-ordination of the various 
Feelings by the Reason, in subordination to the general 
welfare of the individual and of society; and it is the 
business of theoretical ethics to trace the process by which 
this co-ordination is effected. History shews how, on a 
large scale, it has been accomplished in the gradual evolu- 
tion of society, observ'ation may illustrate the process by 
which it is now going on in the minds of individuals, 
and personal experience ought to confirm the teachings 
of history and of observation. 

It should here be remarked that, though the co-ordina- 
tion of our scv’cral desires and feelings, sympathetic, self- 
regarding, semi-.social, and resentful, is effected by Reason, 
this co-ordination always has reference to some end other 
than Reason itself Reason, in fact, is only the instrument 
by which our lower desires arc subordinated to our higher, 
our lesser ends to our greater, and our various principles 
of action directed to some common object. This truth is 
so obvious that it may appear as if it hardly needed to 
be stated ; but, both in ancient and modern times, many 
authors have spoken as if the employment of reason were, 
in some way, itself the end of action, as if the great aim 
of the virtuous man ought to be to eradicate his desires 
and feelings, and as if human action had no external ends 
to' compass. We, on the other hand, have endeavoured to 
shew that the great ends of action arc the adaptation of 
the individual and of society to the circumstances in 
which they arc placed, the amelioration of man’s condition, 
material, moral, social, and intellectual, and the gratifica- 
tion of all the desires of human nature in exact proportion 
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to their relative worth and dignity. The means to the 
attainment of these ends is the co-ordination, or, to use 
a convenient and expressive term, the moralisation, of the 
feelings by the reason ; a faculty whose function it is, in 
relation to practice, to trace and compare, by reference 
to past or present experience, the consequences of our 
actions, and to estimate, in the last resort, all acts and 
desires in relation to the dominating conception of the . 
general well-being of humanity. 

It will, of course, be understood that, when we speak of 
the Reason in this chapter, it is exclusively of the Reason 
as exercised on the practical affairs of life, and in its 
relation to morals. The cultivation of the Reason in the 
intellectual sphere may, indeed, affect Morals indirectly, 
either as rendering the instrument more effective, or as 
amassing knowledge which may be available for the pur- 
pose of practice. But, as the observation of most men 
will testify, the highest developments of Reason may be 
consistent with a very low condition of the moral feelings. 
Cases of this kind arc, indeed, comparatively rare, but they 
arc sufficiently frequent to prove that the intellectual and 
moral sides of our nature are not necessarily governed by 
any law of equable development. 

Before concluding this chapter, it may be desirable to 
remind the reader that, though, for purposes of logical 
analysis, the rational and emotional elements in the 
mental process preceding action may, without much 
difficulty, be roughly distinguished, yet, to use Hobbes’ 
expression, ‘thought is’ so ‘quick’ that, in cases as they 
actually occur, the two elements are often so implicated 
as to appear to be inextricably blended. Moreover, it 
must be remembered that the emotions themselves, in 
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the case of men who have attained to any degree of 
civilization, have generally become more or less rational- 
ised, and only, on occasion of extraordinary excitement, 
occur in their more violent and primitive forms. Es- 
pecially pre-eminent has been this process of rationalisa- 
tion in the formation of those feelings which attach to the 
ultimate ends of human conduct. Yet, notwithstanding 
these modifications in practice, the general theories enun- 
ciated in this chapter will, I believe, be found, on candid 
reflexion, to hold good. 
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On the Imagination. 


The office of the Imaginntion in Morals. Moral Meals and Moral Maxims. 

Their relation to Scicntiftc Ethics. Analogy of Beauty and Virtue. 

The subject of the functions of the Imagination in the 
determination of conduct may perhaps best be approached 
by drawing a di.stinction, which will hereafter be found 
of great importance, between Simple and Complex 
Imagination. 

By an act of Simple Imagination, I represent to myself 
.some absent object of Perception. Thus I may reproduce 
in my mind the features of some particular man, some 
flower, some pageant or picturesque view which I have 
seen in bygone years, some sound which I have heard, 
some odour which I have smelt, some past feeling of my 
own or some act of another. What we aim at in all these 
cases is to reproduce the absent object or past phenomenon, 
as exactly as we can, in all its circumstances, and the more 
we succeed in this effort, the more vivid is the act of 
Imagination. Fidelity of reproduction being what con- 
stitutes the perfection of this kind of Imagination, it is 
sometimes also called Reproductive Imagination. 

If, in an act of Simple Imagination, we omit any of the 
elements of the object we are endeavouring to reproduce, 
the act is an imperfect one. But if we introduce any 
elements which were not there, that is to say, import them 
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from some other past or present phenomenon, the act ceases 
to be an act of Simple Imagination altogether. We have 
now passed to Complex Imagination, which may be dis- 
tinguished from Simple Imagination by the fact that it 
combines phenomena, or portions of phenomena, whether 
absent or present, into a new whole. Thus, to take a very 
simple case, the representation of a centaur, combining 
portions of a horse and a man, which never were and never 
could be united in any single act of perception, would 
afford an instance of an act of Complex Imagination. 
Other instances would be afforded by many of our dreams, 
by those pictures of art and scenery which by the painters 
of the last century were called ‘ Compositions,’ by poetical 
descriptions, by novels and plays, by ‘ characters,’ such as 
Achilles, Hamlet, or Mephistoplielcs, the ijL€yaX 6 \l/v\oi of 
Aristotle or ‘ the Wise Man ’ of the Stoics. In all these 
cases, there is an union of objects, attributes, or properties 
derived from different acts of perception and then re- 
combined, with more or less of verisimilitude, into new 
wholes. This kind of Imagination, inasmuch as it seems 
to imply more activity of the intellect than the other, is 
sometimes called Productive or Creative Imagination, and, 
when we speak of Imagination, without any qualification, 
it is usually this form of it to which we refer. 

On the more obvious uses of Imagination in the deter- 
mination and estimation of conduct, it is not necessary to 
dwell. In forming an estimate of cither our own conduct 
or that of others, we must, of course, reproduce from 
memory all or most of the circumstances attendant on the 
case. This estimate will also probably involve a com- 
parison with the conduct of other persons, or of the same 
person at other times, and thus other groups of circum- 
stances must necessarily be reproduced. Similarly, in 
determining our own conduct, we must frequently compare 
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our propo.scd course of action with what wc have ourselves 
done in times past or with what wc have observed others 
do. Thus, in all our moral acts, the process of reproduction 
from memory is constantly going on, and we can hardly 
advance a step without performing some act of Simple 
Imagination. 

The essential importance of fostering the exercise of the 
imagination, in the way of entering into and reproducing 
the circumstances and feelings of others, has already 
been abundantly insisted on in the chapter on Sympathy. 

Complex Imagination is also constantly employed in 
the ordinary conduct of life. Thus, wc often imagine 
combinations of circumstances, taken separately from our 
previous experiences, and consider how we should act, were 
they to occur. For the guidance of others, it is the peculiar 
business of the moralist, and specially of the casuist, to 
‘ imagine,’ as wc say, these ‘ cases.’ 

But Imagination is of most interest to the Moral Philo- 
sopher, as contributing to the formation of moral maxims, 
and entering into the construction of moral ideals, or 
typical exemplars of conduct. 

We hear much of Idealism in Morals, and find it usually 
opposed to what are called analytical and a posteriori 
theories, based, as it is objected to them, simply on facts 
and observations. Theories of the latter kind are very 
commonly regarded with suspicion as resting on a lower 
foundation, as appealing less powerfully to the imagination, 
and as less calculated to excite the higher and more refined 
feelings of our nature. Rules of conduct, maxims of ex- 
pediency, based on Induction, it is said, may indeed be 
practically useful as guides of conduct, but ideas lift us 
above ourselves, they connect us with another order of 
existence, they give us a strength and power which nothing 
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else can supply. To many persons idealistic theories seem 
far better suited to the sphere of morals than matter-of-fact 
rules ; more elevated, more akin to the feelings of which a 
high morality is the object in generous minds. 

It must be acknowledged that philosophers who have 
treated morals in an analytic or scientific spirit have 
frequently expressed themselves as if they were satisfied 
with the analysis alone ; they have attempted no re- 
construction of a kind to satisfy the moral feeling of the 
majority of mankind, necessarily more or less imaginative 
or mystical. Their analysis seems, at least to the super- 
ficial observer, to break up and disperse the feeling 
associated with morality. Respect or reverence for the 
moral law seems to be diminished as soon as the mystery 
is removed and its nature and object clearly discerned. 
Hence, in sensitive minds, there arises a certain antipathy 
to this mode of treatment, which a more complete and 
constructive treatment of the subject would in great 
measure remove. 

We shall endeavour, in the present chapter, to decide 
whether, and, if so, how far, this antipathy is well-founded, 
to shew that, whatever mode of treatment be adopted in 
the science of Morals, a certain kind of Idealism must 
necessarily emerge, to describe the nature of our Moral 
Ideals and the psychological process by which they are 
formed, and, finally, to determine the practical purposes 
which they subserve. 

The first remark we may make is that in all sciences 
whatsoever there is an ideal clement of some kind or 
other. Thus, in Geometry there is really no such thing as 
the perfect circles, the perfect straight lines, the absolutely 
right angles which the geometrician, at every step, is 
obliged to assume. In Mechanics, we imagine perfect 
elasticity, bodies which move freely through space, par- 

U 
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tides which have neither length, breadth, nor weight. In 
Astronomy, the heavenly bodies are supposed to be 
perfectly smooth, two bodies to attract each other without 
any interference from other bodies, and so on. In the 
science of Hydrodynamics, the particles of fluids are sup- 
posed to move with perfect freedom among each other, 
though this supposition is directly contrary to our observa- 
tions. In Anatomy, the limbs and organs are supposed to 
conform to a typical construction, which is never exactly 
realised in fact. In Political Economy, we suppose men 
to be influenced by only one desire, that of accumulating 
wealth, and we construct an imaginary state of society, 
proceeding entirely upon that hypothesis. And so in 
Morals, we imagine particular virtues and particular types 
of character, such as justice and the just man, veracity and 
the truthful man, quite distinct from other virtues and types 
of character, and. moreover, we combine various qualities 
into a moral ideal, or, by generalisation from a number 
of particular observations, we frame for ourselves maxims 
and rules of conduct which, to all appearance, are un- 
limited in their application 

Now, what is the process by whidi these ideal results 
are arrived at? Take, for instance, the conception of a just 
man, or its abstract equivalent, justice. We have observed 
a man acting in certain relations in a manner which 
approves itself to us. We have also observed the same 
man, or another man, acting similarly under similar, though 
more or less different, circumstances. After a number of 
observations of this kind, we are able, by successive acts 
of reproductive imagination, of abstraction and comparison, 
to attach a meaning to the general terms ‘ just ’ or ‘ justly ’ 

‘ The reader will find this subject treated at some length, and with great 
ability, in Mr. G. H. Lewes’ Problems of Life and Mind, Vol. i, chapter on 
Ideal Constructions in Science. Mr. Lewes’ work appeared after the present 
chapter was written. 
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by which we ourselves, or others, denominate these actions. 
Each new instance in which we employ them either illus- 
trates, and so clears up, the meaning, or expands it, by 
extension to new circumstances, or renders it more precise, 
by elimination of irrelevant considerations. A man of edu- 
cation, and of observant and reflective habits, thus comes, 
at last, to form for himself an ideal of ‘justice’ or the 
just man, equally applicable to almost all circumstances 
of a given kind which can occur ; and, though this ideal 
may never be capable of complete realisation in practice, 
it affords a norm or rule to the invariable observation of 
which he may more and more constantly approach. There 
is no man living who would act justly under all conceivable 
circumstances, nor, probably, any man who, during a period 
of time of any length, has, as a fact, done so ; but this 
conception of perfect justice or the perfectly just man, 
which is constantly being elaborated by the mind, and 
which is constantly approaching nearer and nearer to the 
completeness and perfection at which it aims, has a ten- 
dency to elevate a man’s practice, and to bring it into 
closer and closer accordance with itself. Human con- 
ceptions of justice "can never reach absolute perfection, 
but, by being freed first from this and then from that 
imperfection, they may approach nearer and nearer to it. 
Similarly, our practice can never exactly correspond with 
our theory, but, by unceasing supervision and self-discipline, 
the interval between the two may be constantly diminished. 
Even in morality and the affairs of daily life, a true theory 
is, perhaps, the first requisite to a correct practice. 

Suppose the conception of perfect justice, or of justice 
as perfect as we can conceive it, to have been now formed. 
Similarly, let us have formed conceptions of perfect courage, 
perfect temperance, and the like. We may ne.xt proceed 
to combine these various conceptions into a new whole, 

U 2 
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constituting the more general conception of perfect moral 
goodness, which is embodied, in the concrete, in the per- 
fectly good, or righteous, man. This conception, though 
it is more general, is less vivid than those out of which 
it is formed ; and, because it is less vivid, it is more 
difficult to realise in imagination, while, because it is 
more general and far-rcaching, it is less easy to translate 
into practice. 

To the conception of perfect goodness, or the aggregate 
of all moral qualities in their perfection, may be added 
that of perfect wisdom, or the aggregate of all intellectual 
qualities in their perfection, and thus we may constitute 
the ideal of a perfect being. The remarks made above 
as to the conception of perfect goodness will, of course, 
apply to this more general conception with increased 
force. 

These ideals, we have seen, may be presented either in 
the abstract or the concrete form, as justice or the just 
man, as virtue or the virtuous man, as wisdom or the 
wise man, as perfection or the perfect being. Moreover, 
we may throw them into the form of maxims or rules of 
conduct : as ‘ Be ye angry, and sin not ‘ Do unto others, 
as ye would they should do unto you;’ ‘Act from a 
maxim at all times fit for law universal ‘ Be ye perfect, 
even as your Father which is in heaven is perfect.’ 

All these ideals, whether in the abstract or concrete 
form, or in the form of maxims, are constructed by a 
process which in all essential respects is the same. It is, 
in all cases, based originally on the observations either of 
ourselves or others, while, in its further stages, it involves 
repeated acts of imagination, both simple and complex, 
of comparison and of abstraction. We observe particular 
acts and note their attendant circumstances ; we reproduce 
these acts in imagination, compare them, and make ab- 
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straction of certain individual or special characteristics ; 
then, by means of complex or creative imagination, we 
combine in the same conception, whether that conception 
be expressed in the /orm of a virtue, a concrete character, 
or a maxim, a variety of characteristics, having indeed 
fundamental points of resemblance, but derived from a 
number of different sources and possibly never found 
united in the same individual. In this process, it is plain 
that we may make abstraction of all those circumstances 
which, in practice, tarnish our conduct : thus, in forming 
a conception of benevolence or the ideally benevolent 
man, we abstract all those interested motives, those regards 
to our own reputation or the gratitude of those whom we 
benefit, which so frequently intertwine themselves even 
with those acts which, to all appearance, are most purely 
unselfish. No person is at all times benevolent, at all 
times just, or at all times wise ; and yet in the ideals wc 
construct of the benevolent, the just, or the wise man, we 
assume this to be the case. Similarly, when wc enunciate 
a maxim, or general rule of conduct, wc assume that It 
is capable of fulfilment, though we know that, as a matter 
of fact, it cannot bc*so. 

The nature of moral maxims has frequently been mis- 
understood from not sufficiently taking into account the 
abstraction which they make of all imperfection, of the 
obstacles and limitations to be met with in practice, and 
of their possible conflict with other rules. Thus, to the 
maxim ‘ Do unto others, as ye would they should do unto 
you,’ it has been objected that, on a strict interpretation, 
it would prevent us from punishing a criminal. But it 
may be replied that it assumes such a perfect perception 
and habit of justice, that, were wc in the criminal’s place, 
wc should cheerfully submit to the prescribed punishment 
Again, when it is said ‘ Do good unto all men, we must 
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remember that one man's good may limit another’s, and 
that, consequently, it may, quite consistently with the 
maxim, be far from being our duty to do the utmost 
possible amount of good to any given individual. Or 
again, when it is said ‘Whosoever shall smite thee on thy 
riglit chcclc, turn to him the other also,’ we must recollect 
that the object of the maxim is simply to illustrate the 
perfection of patience or long-suffering, and that abstrac- 
tion IS made of all other qualities, such as justice or self- 

respect, with which patience, in practice, may possibly 
conflict 

But the great utility of these maxims, and of moral 
ideals in general, is not, on that account, diminished. 
Were it not that men put before themselves unattainable 
standards, that, when they are conscious of failure in any 
one duty, they are glad to have it presented to them in 
its most trenchant and unqualified form, there can be no 
doubt that their practice would be much lower than it is. 
These moral ideals, by being constantly present to the 
mind, fire the imagination and often excite an enthusiasm 
which purely practical precepts, with all their necessary 
qualifications, would be totally unable to produce. The 
influence of the imagination on the moral character, and 
especially on the heroic and saintly types of it, can hardly 
be exaggerated. And when men believe that their ideals 
have actually been realised in practice, as is the case with 
those who accept the divine manifestation of Christ, it is 
impossible to conceive, in a noble nature, a more powerful 
incentive to a virtuous life. But we are at this point, 

perhaps, transcending the limits which a scientific moralist 
IS bound to impose upon himself. 

Here it may be convenient to recur to a question raised 
some pages back as to the justice of the procedure of 
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analytical moralists and the relation of their method to 
the subject now under discussion, that of Mora! Ideals. 
There can be no doubt that, if we were in search of lofty 
and inspiring ideals of moral excellence, we should have 
recourse to books of devotion or religious experience, to 
the lives of saints or heroes or philanthropists, to history, 
poetry, or even fiction, rather than to the works of pro- 
fessed moralists. But this paradox easily admits of 
explanation. The Moral Philosopher, when his vocation 
is viewed from one side, is like any other scientific en- 
quirer. His business is to analyse the phenomena pre- 
sented to him, to discover their ultimate constituents, 
and, if possible, the origin even of these. And, in the 
execution of this task, he must be guided solely by a love 
of speculative knowledge, without pausing to enquire what 
may be the result of his researches either on established 
beliefs or on current practice. Experience has shewn that 
knowledge can only be advanced in this manner, and a 
healthy instinct has led men, at least since the renaissance 
of learning, to entertain a well-grounded confidence that 
their practical interests cannot ultimately suffer by opening 
their minds to the pure love of truth. But the immediate 
results are often perplexing and apparently degrading. 
When men first learnt or suspected that the ‘stars in their 
courses ’ were but masses of rock or vapour, they must 
have contemplated them with less awe and admiration 
than while they still supposed them to be mysterious or 
animated beings. And it can hardly surprise us that, at 
a superficial glance, there are even now those who think 
that the botanist, the anatomist, and the physiologist rob 
nature of its charms, and, by their dissections and explana- 
tions, are eradicating from the breast of man that tender 
sense of beauty and that awe-inspiring sentiment of sub- 
limity which were wont of old to make him bow be ore 
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his Maker, with the utterance: ‘O Lord, how manifold 
are thy works; in wisdom hast thou made them all!’ 
Yet a deeper insight and further reflexion will shew that 
the mystery and beauty of the external world arc only 
enhanced by its explanation. And so, I venture to sug- 
gest, it is with the speculations of the Moral Philosopher. 
By unravelling the tangled thread of human motives, by 
tracing back the history of the human mind, and by 
attempting to ascertain the ultimate sources of human 
actions and dispositions, he is only shewing how mar- 
vellous a being man is in his actual constitution, how 
divine in his capacities for the future. But there is another 
aspect from which we must view the work of the Moralist, 
or rather from which he ought to view his own work. 
The material with which he deals is not external nature, 
but htmscif,— his own motives, his own thoughts, his own 
acts, and those of other beings constituted as he is. It is, 
then, or at least ought to be, impossible for him, however 
impartial may be his speculative enquiries, not to be con- 
stantly pausing to consider their bearing on his own life 
and conduct, and on the practical aims and destination of 
humanity at large. An ethical treatise, therefore, to be 
true to itself, must, from time to time, make diversions 
into the domain of practical life, though this is not its 
main business and ought to be kept in reasonable sub- 
ordination to more scientific enquiries. We seem, there- 
fore, to have obtained an answer, not very precise, it is 
true, but still roughly sufficient, to the difficulty which is 
often experienced, on the one hand, by the popular reader 
at the apparent coldness of ethical treatises, and, on the 
other hand, by those whose familiarity is rather with other 
departments of science at the frequent intrusion into these 
treatises of practical topics. It is difficult for the ethical 
writer to observe the right mean in these respects, but for 
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myself, I cannot avoid expressing the opinion that works 
on Moral Philosophy need not be less scientific, while they 
would certainly be more interesting and more useful, if 
they recognised more commonly than they now do the 
problems of actual life, and, with that end in view as 
well as the not unimportant one of attaining to greater 
clearness and intelligibility, directed their discussions less 
to abstractions and more to concrete cases. 

Hitherto, we have considered only ideals of excellence. 
But it is plain that there may be ideals of evil as well as 
of good qualities, and of wicked as well as of virtuous types 
of character. These are formed exactly in the same way 
as the others, and just, as it is the tendency of the one to 
elevate, so, if the others are constantly present to our minds, 
it is their tendency to debase our practice. Selfish and 
worldly maxims cannot be frequently repeated without 
producing a corrupting and degrading influence on those 
who hear and those who use them. The cruelty and 
ferocity of savages is probably greatly intensified by the 
cruel and ferocious character of the gods and heroes whom 
they take as their models. Popular stories of bandits and 
housebreakers have undoubtedly added largely to the 
criminal classes. And it is difficult to estimate the amount 
of vice and misery which is due to the indiscriminate cir- 
culation of the licentious literature which is now often so 
greedily devoured by the young of both sexes. 

It may be remarked finally that the ideal when expressed 
in the concrete, as the wise or good or perfect man, differs 
in two main respects from the examples of character which 
we find in actual life. In the first place, it makes abstrac- 
tion of all those qualities which have a tendency to mar or 
counteract the quality typified ; in the second place, it 
may combine qualities which are never found actually to 
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coexist in experience, and, of course, it does frequently 
combine qualities which are found to coexist but rarely. 
The more ideal are the creations of our imagination, the 
more completely, in both respects, is this the case. 


This, perhaps, is the most convenient place for saying 
something of a class of expressions which has obtained 
wide currency both in ancient and modern works on 
Kthics, Moral Beauty, the Beautiful in character, the 
aesthetic side of virtue, and the like. The koAoV was one 
of the most familiar epithets both of actions and characters 
amongst the Greeks, and many readers will hardly need 
to be reminded that it is especially prominent in the 
Dialogues of Plato ^ Amongst English authors, Shaftes- 
bury is the one who has taken most pains to insist on the 
analogy between Beauty and Morality, Art and Virtue. 
Thus, in a characteristic passage, be breaks out into the 
exclamation: ‘Is there a natural Beauty of Figures? 
And is there not as natural a one of actions? No sooner 
the eye opens upon figures, the ear to sounds, than straight 
the Beautiful results, and Grace and Harmony are known 
and acknowledged. No sooner are actions viewed, no 
sooner the human affections and passions discerned (and 
they are most of them as soon discerned as felt) than 
straight an inward eye distinguishes, and sees the Fair and 
Shapely, the Amiable and Admirable, apart from the 
Deformed, the Foul, the Odious, or the Despicable. How 
is it possible therefore not to own that, as these distinctions 

have their foundation in Nature, the discernment itself is 
natural and from Nature alone*?’ 

To me, I must confess, this analogy seems, as I have 


* A nouble instance of the application of the word KdK 6 v indifferently to 
works of art and the outward form, on the one hand, and to human actions 
and character, on the other, will be found in Plato’s Republic. 401 B-aoi C 
» Shaftesbury’s Moralists. Part III. Sect. a. ^ ^ ' 
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said elsewhere, ‘to be too refined to be of much ser\'ice in 
ethical enquiry. Take a beautiful picture. In what does 
its beauty consist? In the proportions of the forms and 
in a certain subtle harmony of colouring. Take a moral 
act. What is it that constitutes it moral? Its tendency, 
at least according to Shaftesbury’s system, to promote the 
general welfare or the good of mankind. Now where, at 
first sight, is the resemblance between the beautiful picture 
and the moral act? It is true that with a little ingenuity 
we may find such a resemblance, which consists, I presume, 
in the act being proportional to the needs and constitution 
of human society, as any particular form in the picture is 
proportional to the rest of the picture. But, however in- 
genious this point of view may be, do we really throw any 
light on the character of human action, or the distinction 
between vice and virtue, by having recourse to what I 
must venture to call this far-fetched analogy? And so, 
again, with regard to a virtuous disposition. A disposition 
or character can only be known by its acts, and these acts 
must necessarily be isolated. But a picture, or statue, or 
a landscape may be seen at a glance. It is true that we 
may reflect on the nature of a character as manifested by 
its acts, and contemplating it, with a certain amount of 
mental effort, as a whole, speak with some justice of its 
being harmonious or well-balanced. But, though the 
analogy is certainly less remote here than in the case of 
virtuous acts, it may be questioned whether we really gam 
anything by this mode of speaking. The conception of 
“goodness'* is surely more appropriate, whether we arc 
contemplating acts or characters, than that of “ beauty," 
and, therefore, why introduce a metaphor when a direct 
expression would serve our purpose better*? 

1 • Shaftcsbnry and Hutcheson ’ (publiihed in Messrs. Sampson Low & Co.’s 
Series of English Pbilosophen), pp- 94i 95- 
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There are, indeed, acts approaching so nearly to the 
loftiest moral ideals, and diverging so far from the average 
standard of excellence, as where David refused to drink 
the water that had been obtained at the risk of the lives 
of his comrades, or Decius offered himself as a sacrifice for 
his country, that the words ‘good’ and ‘virtuous' seem but 
tame epithets to describe them. But even here, perhaps, 
expressions such as ‘lofty,’ ‘noble,’ ‘generous,’ ‘sublime,’ 
' heroic would scr\'e our purpose equally well with the 
epithet beautiful, and would be free from the objection 
that they introduce misleading associations. 

The truly aesthetic clement in morality, the legitimate 
employment of the Imagination in the sphere of practice, 
IS the construction, contemplation, and realisation of moral 
Ideals. On the supreme importance of this work, it is 
hardly possible for the moralist to insist too strongly. 


i 



CHAPTER IX. 

On the Will. 

Explanation of Terms. The Controversy respecting Liberty nnd Necessity. 
Formation of the Will. Practical Conclusions. 


It is impossible, in attempting even a tolerably com- 
plete treatment of the Science of Morals, to pass over 
altogether without consideration the much disputed ques- 
tion of the Freedom of the Will. It has by many been 
supposed to lie at the root of all ethical discussions, and 
though, as the sequel will shew, I am by no means of this 
opinion, yet, in relation to what may be called the specu- 
lative side of Moral Philosophy, it is of great importance 
to have clear ideas as to the nature of the controversy. 
And not the least important or satisfactory result of such 
a study will be to shew how little bearing the issue of the 
dispute, whatever it may be, has on the practical conduct 

of human life. 

After briefly touching on the psychology of the Will, I 
shall proceed, first, to give an outline of the course of what 
is called the Free-Will controversy, and, next, to consider 
what is the bearing, if any, of this controversy on the 
conception of conduct and the fqrmation of character. 

The Will is regarded by many modern psychologisU 
as forming a distinct part of human nature. like the 
Intellect and the Emotions, though by the ancient 
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philosophers, as for instance, by Aristotle, what we call 
the phenomena of Volition were considered as sufficiently 
accounted for by analysis into an intellectual and an 
emotional element. But, whatever the nature of the Will 
and of volitions, the terms are convenient, and their use 
may, perhaps, best be explained by tracing the various 
stages tlirough which the mind passes, or may pass, 
before our desires result in action. It very frequently, 
perhaps most frequently, happens that a desire passes at 
once into action, so that we arc conscious of no inter\'al 
between the two, as in the satisfaction of the appetites 
and the ordinary transactions of life. But it also 
frequently happens that there is a conflict of desires, and 
that the mind consequently passes through one or several 
acts of reflexion or comparison, tracing and comparing the 
consequences which would result from the gratification of 
the several desires present to it. It also occasionally happens 
that, even when only a single desire is operating, some- 
thing occurs to suspend its passing into action. In both 
these cases, we are; conscious of an interval between the 
desires, or the conflict of desires, and the action which is 
the result. The mind seems, as it were, to have set in a 
certain direction, to have arrived at a determinatioiiy and 
between this determination and the action there elapses 
an interval, sometimes so brief that we can hardly detect 
it, sometimes of very considerable duration. To this set 
of the mind, as it may be called, or determination, we 
give the name of volition^ and, where the volition is held 
in suspense for a considerable time before it passes into 
action, we call it a resolution. The Will, by those who 
regard it as an independent part of our nature, is supposed 
to be the source of these volitions or resolutions, or, in 
more precise language, a power or aptitude enabling us to 
form them and to retain them till the moment of action 
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arrives. A man who adheres tenaciously to his reso- 
lutions is called a stroug-ivilled man, and, if this tendency 
exist in excess, an obstinate man ; on the other hand, a 
man who vacillates, or frequently changes his resolutions, 
is called a man of weak will. 

When persons speak of a Free-Will^ they appear to 
mean a power of forming volitions independently, or, at 
least, to some extent independently, of those desires and 
acts of reflexion which on all sides are admitted to pre- 
cede our volitions. Those, on the other hand, who deny 
the Freedom of the Will, seem to maintain that our 
volitions exactly express the result of the various desires 
and acts of reflexion which precede them. A volition, 
according to the latter view, is simply the resultant of the 
various desires present to the mind and the various acts 
of reflexion by which the consequences of gratifying those 
desires have been traced and compared. The Will, as a 
power of forming volitions, must, on this theory, be 
ultimately analysed into a product of the Reason and the 
Emotions. But, if this account be the true one, it might 
conduce to clearness of conception if we ceased altoge- 
ther to employ the word Will in the sense of a power of 
forming volitions, speaking solely of the volitions them- 
selves without referring them to a faculty, and appro- 
priated it exclusively to signify the power of suspend- 
ing and retaining our volitions till the moment of action 
arrives. 

The best mode of bringing before the reader the various 
intricate questions suggested by the controversy on the 
Freedom of the Will, or, as it is sometimes phrased, of 
Liberty and Necessity, will be to pass in brief review some 
of the more striking and characteristic of the theories and 
arguments on the subject which have obtained currency 
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I’n the course of philosophical enquiry. Such a historical 
sketch, though necessarily sporadic and incomplete, will 
probably be found far more serviceable than any formal 
and detailed exposition of a dogmatic character. 

The question how far, and in what sense, man is himself 
the author of his actions is one which most likely engaged 
the attention of the earliest speculators on the constitution 
of human nature. Accordingly, in most civilized and bar- 
baric, and even in some savage, races, we find some theory 
or other which may be called determinist, fatalistic, or 
prcdcstinarian. These theories have raised a variety of 
questions, in reality quite distinct, but which have, un- 
fortunately, not always been distinguished from each other. 
Such are the questions : Can we act as we will (or are our 
actions in our own power) ? Can we will as we will (or are 
our wills determined by motives) ? Is the future inexorably 
determined by God or by fate? Ought man to be re- 
warded or punished for his actions? Ought he to be 
praised or blamed for them ? Ought he to be the object 
of self-approbation or self-disapprobation ? A brief sketch 
of some of the more prominent of these controversies, a 
sketch which by no means pretends to completeness, may, 

perhaps, best serve to put the reader in possession of the 
principal points in dispute. 

In the 9th Book of the Laws of Plato, there is a 
remarkable passage, in which harm is contrasted with 
injustice. It is allowed that a man may do harm volun- 
tarily, but It is contended that he cannot do injustice 
voluntarily. Injustice is regarded as a mental distemper 
analogous to diseases of the body, and it may be inferred 
that as no man voluntarily contracts the one, so no man 
would voluntarily contract the other. What then is the 
justihcation of Punishment ? It has a twofold object-to 
cure the offender by causing him to associate the feeling 
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of pain with his offences, and to deter others by the force 
of his example 

It was probably with reference to this and similar 
passages in the Dialogues of Plato himself, as well as to 
the current theories of the Platonists, that the well- 
known chapters at the beginning of the third book 
of the Nicomachcan Ethics were written or delivered by 
Aristotle The main argument of these chapters is that, 
if vice be involuntary, virtue must be so too, and that, con- 
sequently, vicious acts are as properly the objects of blame 
as virtuous acts of praise. It may be doubted whether 
Plato would have disputed this implication, and certainly 
his repeated assertion that Vice is identical with Ignorance 
would rather point to the conclusion that he would have 
acquiesced in it. But in the course of this discussion there 
occur one or two passages in which Aristotle, not content 
with enforcing his main thesis, approximates vciy closely 
to an assertion of what in modern times would be called 
the ‘ Freedom of the Will,’ that is to say, the existence 
within us of a power which is not determined, or, at least, 
not wholly determined, either by external motives or by 
our internal desires. Such arc the passages where he 
argues against the position that our acts are determined 
by TO ^hka Kat ra koKu, or again by Ov^ioi xat i-niOvuCa, and, 
lastly, the passage where he enumerates, as causes, 

KOt ivdyKT) Kal Tvy^tj Kal vovs xol T:dv to 5 t’ dvOp<aTiov^. 

It will be noticed that, in these discussions by Plato and 
Aristotle, there arc already raised, implicitly or explicitly, 
the questions whether our volitions arc determined by 
motives, and whether our acts arc the appropriate objects 
of reward and punishment, of praise and blame. 

In the Stoic philosophy, the question of the voluntary 

* PUto, Laws, Bk. IX. 860-863. ’ Eth. Nic. III. 1-5. 

* Eth. Nic. III. 1 (II); i (ai-a?); 3 (7). 
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or involuntary character of human actions and volitions 
assumes a far more important place than it had done in 
any of the preceding systems. That all human actions 
depend strictly on antecedent causes, and these on causes 
antecedent to them, and so on in an unbroken chain, was 
one of the fixed tenets of the Stoic philosophy, but, at the 
same time, it was a problem, amongst the leaders of the 
school, to reconcile this theory with what in modern times 
would usually be called the rival theory of human liberty. 
Chrysippus attempted this reconciliation by distinguishing 
between causes principales and causes adjuvantes^ a distinction 
which is not clearly explained by either of our authorities, 
Cicero* or Aulus Gcllius ^ but which may possibly have 
been identical with a distinction to which many authors 
have justly attached the greatest importance, namely, that 
between the permanent character, which always exercises 
a modifying and controlling influence, and the transient 
motives, which are modified and controlled by it. But, so 
far as concerns the merely theoretical question, it might 
have been replied that the permanent character itself is 
due to the action of antecedent causes, and that, con- 
sequently, as affecting the unbroken chain of causation 
which determines our volitions, this distinction is of no 
service. 

The Stoics, anticipating, as we shall see presently, a 
tenet of St Augustine, maintained that the only man who 
can properly be said to be free is the man who leads a 
virtuous life. The free-man is the man who lives as he 
wishes, but no man wishes to live a life of sin, and, 
consequently, the vicious man, however rich and powerful 
he may be, is really a slave, while the man who is virtuous 
under all circumstances, and he alone, is really free. This 


' De Fato, cap. i8, 19. 


Noctes AtUcce, Lib. VI. cap. a. 
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tenet, which is enunciated by Cicero as one of the Stoic 
paradoxes, afterwards became one of the common-places 
of Christian theology ^ 

The Greek Fathers were so much occupied with the 
various questions relating to the nature of the Godhead, 
that they had little leisure or inclination to discuss those 
connected with the nature of man. The first of the 
Christian bathers with whom the question of human 
liberty becomes a principal topic of speculation is St 
Augustine. In opposition to Pelagius, whose statements 
had forced upon him this controversy, he maintains that 
freedom, which had originally been an attribute of man's 
will, had been lost at the Fall ; that, in our present con- 
dition, all our actions, when traced to their ultimate source, 
arc to be ascribed either to sin or grace, and that, conse- 
quently, all good works arc to be referred not to man 
himself, but to God. A ‘liberum arbitrium,' therefore, in 
the sense of a will free to choose between good and evil, 
cannot now be predicated of man. But there arc two 
other senses in which Augustine uses this expression, in 
both of which man may be said to have a ' free will.' In 
the first of these senses it stands for a will either freed 
from good or freed from evil ; in the second, and more 
technical, sense, it stands only for a will freed from evil, 
from the yoke and bondage of sin. ‘ The term freedom 
is thus,' says Professor Mozlcy, ' raised from its neutrality 
and appropriated to a good condition of the will ; such 
condition being still, however, not freedom in the sense of 

* Sec Cicero, ParndoxA Stoica, Paradoxon V. Cp. Arrian, Epicteti Disscr- 
tationes, Lib. IV. cap 1 : ieny 6 (wy urt roc ty ovr dyayKi^tu 

iartyf oCn oCn ov al op^l qI 

irtriv/criHoI, al dv0piwr<vrot. TiV olv OiK^t (ijy dpaprdywi outiiu 

T!s OlXu ^y Ifavatd/^tyot, wpaviwrw, ditKOS dxdKaara%^ 

ramayds \ oCStlt. OiSilt dpa rSfy fpai/Kuy (p drt fioOAtrar c{f rotyw ovV 
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power of choice, but a state of serv'itude to good — the 
contradictory of ser\ itude to evil V 

Augristinc’s point of view, it will be observed, is, through- 
out, theological and not philosophical. His denial of the 
freedom of choice between good and evil is based, not on 
any considerations of the influence of circumstances or the 
endless chain of causation, but on the subsisting relations 
between God and man. So far, indeed, is this the case, 
that he conceives there was a time when man actually 
possessed that freedom of which he is now deprived. 

The purely philosophical discussion of this question in 
modern times, at least from an independent point of view, 
may be said to have commenced with Hobbes. His theory 
is what may most appropriately be called Determinist. 
The actions of men, he holds, are, like all other events, 
determined, and determined wholly, by antecedent cir- 
cumstances. Man, it is true, does as he wills, but to say 
that he wills as he wills is an absurdity. The will is ‘the 
last desire in deliberation,’ and our desires are the necessary 
result of their various antecedents. 

‘ I conceive that nothing taketh beginning from itself ^ 
but from the action of some other immediate agent without 
itself. And that therefore, when first a man hath an 
appetite or will to something, to which immediately before 
he had no appetite nor will, the cause of his 'ivill is not the 
will itself, but something else not in his own disposing. 
So that whereas it is out of controversy, that of voluntary 
actions the will is the necessary cause, and by this, which 
is said, the will is also caused by other things whereof it 
disposeth not, it followeth that voluntary actions have all 
of them necessary causes, and therefore are necessitated’^ I 

* Mozleys Augostinian Doctrine of Predestination, p. 235. 

* On Liberty and Necessity. Molesworth’s Edition of Hobbes’ Collected 
Works, vol. iv. p. 374. 
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‘ That w’hich I say nccessitatcth and dcicrminatcth every 
action is the sum of all things, which, being now existent, 
conduce and concur to the production of that action hereafter, 
whereof if any one thing now were wanting, the effect could 
not be produced. 1 his concourse of causes, whereof every one 
is determined to be such as it is by a like concourse of 
former causes^ may well be called (in respect they were all 
set and ordered by the eternal cause of all things, God 
Almighty) the decree of God^' 

Hobbes was answered by Bramhall-, and the best and 
clearest statement of his views is given in one of the 
rejoinders to Bramhall, from which the above quotations 
are taken. 

Hume’s treatment of the question does not differ in any 
essential point^ from that of Hobbes. He contends that 
his theory unites and conciliates the rival hypotheses of 
Liberty and Necessity, but the only concession that he 
makes (and that is only an apparent one) is that we have 
the liberty, when not under external compulsion, to act as 
wc will*. 

The appearance of Archbishop King’s work on ‘ The 
Origin of Evil*’ was an important epoch in the history of 
the Free-will controversy. He maintained what he called 
a Liberty of Indificrency, or an original power in tlie 

» Id., p. 346. 

* • A Vindication of true liberty front antecedent and cxtrinsccal necessity.’ 

* The same remark may also be made with regard to Locke’s chapter on 
Power, the main jtosition of which is that frceilom is an attribute of actions, 
and not of volitions. It is curioos to find an author so acute as Dugald Stewart 
entertaining any doubt as to the real nature of Locke s opinions on this subject. 
Ilis general accordance with Hobbes on this point apixats to me to admit of 
no question. 

* Hume’s Essays. Essay ‘ Of Liberty and Necessity.’ 

* This work appeared in the year 170a. Hume's Essay on Liberty and 
Necessity, though referred to previously in connection with Hobbes, did not 
appear, in its present shape, till 1748. 
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Will of shaping its volitions independently of the relative 
strength of the motives presented to it. The following 
extracts from the translation of his work will give the 
best idea of the precise position which he holds : 

‘ Notwithstanding therefore that the Will always does 
follow some judgment of the Understanding, which is 
made about the subsequent actions, yet it is not necessarily 
determined by any, for it can suspend its act, and order 
some other judgment, which it may follow. Since therefore 
it can cither exert or suspend its act, it is not only free 
from compulsion, but also indifferent in itself, with regard 
to its actions, and determines itself without necessity*.’ 

‘ In relation to a passive power, which has a natural and 
necessary connection with the object, the presence of which 
determines it to act, we may reasonably enquire what that 
Good is which may determine it to exert any particular 
action ; but it is not so in an active power, the very nature 
of which is to make an object agreeable to itself, i.e. good, 
by its own proper act For here the Goodness of the 
Object does not precede the act of Election, so as to 
excite it, but Election makes the goodness in the object ; 
that is, the thing is agreeable because chosen, and not 
chosen because agreeable; We cannot therefore justly 
enquire after any other cause of Election than the power 

itself^; 

But if objects derive their agreeableness or disagree- 
ablcness from the choice, ’tis clear that he who has his 
choice may always enjoy the thing chosen (unless he 

choose impossibilities, &c.), and never have his appetite 
frustrated, i.e. be always happy 3/ 

King’s position, in which he was anticipated by Bramhall, 
is, though awkwardly expressed, a perfectly logical one! 

* Law’s Translation of King's Origin of Evil, 4th Ed., p. » 24 . 

* p. 246. ^ > r +• 

* p. 349. 
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If wc arc not entirely determined by antecedent motives, 
we must have the power of acting independently of 
motives ; but this is nothing else than saying that the 
will may be indifferent to the motives presented to it. 

King's book provoked a sharp controversy, in which, 
amongst other disputants, Leibnitz took part on one side, 
and Dr. Samuel Clarke on the other. By a not very 
felicitous metaphor, Leibnitz had compared the relation 
of motives to the will with that of weights to the 
scales of a balance. As the balance is turned by the 
heavier weight, so is the will necessarily determined by 
the preponderating motive or motives. Against this 
metaphor, almost the whole of Dr. Clarke’s argument is 
directed. 

‘This notion’ (namely, that ‘A mere Will without any 
Motive is a fiction’) ‘ leads,' says he, ‘to universal Necessity 
and Tate, by supposing that Motives Iiavc the same rela- 
tion to the Will of an Intelligent Agent, as Weights have 
to a Balance ; so that of two Things absolutely indifierent, 
an Intelligent Agent can no more choose either, than a 
Balance can move itself when the Weights on both sides 
arc equal. But the difiTcrence lies here. A Balance is 
no Agent, but is merely passive and acted upon by the 
Weights ; so that, when the Weights arc equal, there is 
nothing to move it. But Intelligent Beings arc Agents ; 
not passive, in being moved by Motives, as a Balance is 
by Weights ; but they have Active Bowers and do move 
themselves, sometimes upon the view of strong Motives, 
sometimes upon weak ones, and sometimes when things 
arc absolutely indifferent. In which latter case, there may 
be very good reason to act, though two or more ways of 
acting may be absolutely indifferent'.’ 

* Dr. Clarke’s Fourth Reply to LcibniU (vol. iv. of Clarke's Works, 
p. 6ai). 
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Leibnitz’s answer to this criticism would be that no 
action can long remain absolutely indifferent ; or, to use 
his own words, as employed in the Th^odicee : ‘ An 
infinite number of great and small motions internal and 
external concur with us, which generally we are not 
sensible of. And I have already said that, when a man 
walks out of a room, there are such reasons which de- 
termine him to set one foot forward rather than the other, 
though he observes it not*.’ 

The most acute, perhaps, of King’s antagonists is 
Tucker, whose chapter on ‘Satisfaction,’ in which he 
deals with this question, is well worth the most careful 
perusal. Earlier than Tucker, and coeval with Clarke, 
appeared a work which at the time attracted considerable 
attention,— Antony Collins’ ‘Philosophical Enquiry con- 
cerning Human Liberty.’ This book is written in a popular 
style, and, as it is now rarely to be met with, it may be 
interesting if we append one or two extracts. 

In the first of these extracts, the author attempts to deal 
with the argument founded on experience: 

‘The vulgar who are bred up to believe Liberty or 
Freedom, think themselves secure of success, constantly 
appealing to Experience for a proof of their freedom, and 


Uibmtz’s TWodicce. Opera Philosophica. Ed. Erdmann, p. c.i 6 : 
‘11 y a done une liberty de contingence ou cn quelqne facon d'indifFerence 
pourvu qu’on entende par ImdifT^rcnce. qne rien ne nous n^cessitc pour Pun ou 
pour 1 autre p.arti ; mais il n’y a jamais d'indiff^rence d‘6quilibre, e’est-i-dire 
ou tout soit parfaitemcnt igal de part ct d'autre, sans qn il y ait plus d'inclina- 
tjon vers un cote. Une infinite de grands ct de petits mouvemens internes et 
extemes concourent avec nous, dont le plus souvent IWne s*aper9oit pas ; et j'ai 
deji dit que lon,qu on sort d’une chambre, il y a telles raisons qui nous d^ter^ 

y r^flechisse.* Cp. p. 513; 
Cet (fqnil.brc est aussi absolument contraire i rexpWence, ct quand on 

scxaminem, Ion trouvera qu’il y a tonjours cu quelque cause ou raison qui 

nous a mclme vers Ic parti quon a pris, quoique bien souvent on nc s'apercoive 

pas de ce qui nous meut ; tout comme on ne s’apcrjoit guires pourouoi eLortant 

une porte on a mis le pied droit avant le gauche, ou le gauche avant le droit ' 
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being persuaded tliat they feel thcmsches free on a 
thousand occasions. And the source of their mistake 
seems to be as follows. They either attend not to or see 
not the causes of their actions, e.spccially in matters of 
little moment, and thence conclude they arc free, or not 
moved by causes, to do what they do. 

‘ They also frequently do actions whereof they repent : 
and because, in the repenting humour, they find no present 
motive to do these actions, they conclude that they might 
not have done them at the time they did them, and that 
they were free from necessity (as they were from outward 
impediments) in the doing them. 

‘They also find that they can do as they will, and forbear 
as they will, without any external impediment to hinder 
them from doing as they will ; let them will either doing 
or forbearing. They likewise see that they often change 
their minds ; that they can, and do choose differently 
every successive moment ; and that they frequently de- 
liberate, and thereby arc sometimes at a near balance, and 
in a state of indifTerence with respect to judging about 
some propositions, and willing or choosing with respect to 
some objects. And, experiencing these things, they 
mistake them for the exercise of Freedom, or Liberty from 
Necessity. For ask them, whether they think themselves 
free? and they will immediately answer Yes: and say 
some one or other of these foregoing things, and particu- 
larly think they prove themselves free, when they affirm, 
they can do as they will 

In the second extract, he urges, with considerable force, 
against the advocates of a Liberty of IndifTerency, the fact 
that wc always calculate on a man being capable of per- 
suasion or dissuasion, of being influenced by the prospect 
of reward or punishment : 

* Second Ed., pp. ia-1.4. 
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‘ Further, is not man more perfect, the more capable he is 
of conviction ? And will he not be more capable of 
conviction, if he be necessarily determined in his assent by 
what seems a reason to him, and necessarily determined 
in his several volitions by what seems good to him, than if 
he was indifferent to propositions notwithstanding any 
reason for them, or was indifTcrent to any objects notwith- 
standing they seemed good to him ? For otherwise, he 
'icvhl convinced upon no principles, and would be the 
most undisciplinable and untractablc of all animals. All 
advice and all reasonings would be of no use to him. 
You might offer arguments to him, and lay before him 
pleasure and pain ; and he might stand unmoved like a 
rock. He might reject what appears true to him, assent 
to what seems absurd to him, avoid what he secs to be 
good, and choose what he sees to be evilh’ 

Reward and Punishment, Praise and Blame, can only be 
properly explained on the Dcterminist hypothesis : 

A fifth argument to prove man a necessary agent, is as 
follows : If man was not a necessary agent, determined by 
pleasure and pain, there would be no foundation for 

rewards and punishments, which are the essential supports 
of society^.’ 

Let me add something further in respect of praise. 
Men have at all times been praised for actions judged by 
all the world to be necessary,’ Thus, the valour of Heroes 
is attributed to some Deity present with and assisting 
them. . . But can there be a finer commendation than 
that given by Velleius Paterculus to Cato, that he was 
good by nature, because he could not be otherwise ? For 
that alone is true goodness which flows from disposition, 
whether that disposition be natural or acquired. Such 
goodness may be depended on ; and will seldom or never 

* PP- 79. 8o t p. 87. 
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fail. . . . Lastly, the common proxcvh, bene tiati, 

is a general commendation of men for what plainly in no 
sense depends on them^.’ 

The arguments adduced by the writers referred to above, 
and others of their period, may be summarily stated as 
follows : 

It is contended by the advocates of Frec-VV’iil, or the 
Liberty of Indificrcncy, as opposed to Determinism : 

(i) That we are conscious of our own power, not only to 
act in this way or that, but also to determine on this or 
that course of action. In a great many cases, we feel, up 
to the last moment, that there are no overpowering con- 
siderations to direct our choice, and that we arc perfectly 
free to select either of the two alternatives presented to us. 
In other cases, though there may be preponderating 
considerations in favour of one of the alternatives, we 
feel that we arc free, if we choose, to select the other. 
Moreover, after we have selected one of them, we arc 
conscious that we might, if we had chosen, have selected 
the other, and sometimes it is extremely diflicult to re- 
call the particular considerations which determined our 
choice. 

(a) So far as we can observe the mental processes of 
others, they seem to have an equal power with ourselves 
of determining their conduct and their volition.s. 

(3) That they have full power of determining their own 
conduct and volitions, appears to be assumed, when we 
attempt to persuade them to, or dissuade them from, any 
course of action. 

{4) Moreover, when they have acted, we frequently affect 
them with rewards or punishments, thereby assuming their 
responsibility, and, in consequence, their freedom of 
volition. 


* pp. 101-3. 
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(5) Furthermore, we praise and blame men for their 
actions and intentions, and our own actions and intentions 
are frequently followed by self-approbation and self-con- 
gratulation or self-disapprobation and remorse. 

Against thc.se arguments, it is contended by the advo- 
cates of Determinism : 

(1) That our own experience really bears witness against, 
and not in favour of, our supposed freedom of choice. 
The more we learn of ourselves, and the better we are able 
to analyse our mental acts, the more do we discover the 
extent to which our volitions depend on antecedent circum- 
stances, namely, our fixed character and the motives which, 
from time to time, arc presented to us. Hence, it is 
maintained, we may fairly argue that, if our experience 
were wider still, and we were fully acquainted with all the 
antecedent circumstances, every volition might be fully 
accounted for. 

(2) The same reasoning would apply to the volitions of 
others. Increasing experience is constantly revealing to us 
motives for acts, which at one time we had regarded as inex- 
plicable. It seems, in fact, to be always assumed by persons 
of reflexion that men never act without adequate motives, 

(3) ■'^11 argument and advice, persuasion and dissuasion, 
assume that men are determined by motives. Otherwise, 
they would be of no avail. 

(4) The same assumption is made, when we bestow 
rewards or inflict punishments. These have no rational 
significance except prospectively, by operating on the 
hopes or fears of the recipients themselves or of those who 
are likely to be influenced by their example. But, it is 
generally added, though the only value of the reward or 
punishment is prospective, it is essential that it should follow 
with certainty on the act, in order that, in all future cases, 
the motive may exert its full force. 
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(5) To these considerations it may be added that, if 
human volitions are not determined by causes which 
themselves are determined by other causes, and so on, in 
an endless chain of regression, they are an exception to all 
other phenomena witli which we are acquainted ; and that, 
though it may be more difficult to discover the causes of 
human actions than of physical events, this fact is fully 
accounted for by the far greater complexity of the phe- 
nomena. 

It will be noticed that, in the first four arguments, each 
side appeals to the same facts, drawing from them opposite 
conclusions*. Of the difficulties occasioned to each school 
by the fifth argument of the other, I shall have occasion to 
speak presently. 


\Vc now proceed to bring before the reader, at somewhat 
greater length than in the ca.se of previous writers, but as 
briefly as its importance permits, the position assumed on 
this question by Kant. 

In the phenomenal world (i.c. the world of observation 
and experience), everything, whether we regard man or 
nature, takes place according to invariable and necessary 
law. One event follows another according to the strictest 
mechanic nexus. And, while we confine ourselves to 
the consideration of phenomena, freedom is simply an 
impossibility. From this point of view, every event in the 
life of man, as in external nature, is pre-determined by the 
antecedent conditions : 

‘ All the acts of a man, so far as they are phenomena. 


‘ I have not here noticed the apparent counter-argument derived from praise 
and blame, ai employed by Collins in the passage quoted on p. 314. For it 
does not seem to me to be an independent argument, but simply a rejoinder to 
on argument employed by tbe other side. And it appears to be a sufficient 
answer to It that, in all the cases adduced, the proper word to employ would 
be, not praise, but felicitation. 
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«'irc dctcnnined from his empirical character and from tfu: 
other concomitant causes, according to the order of nature ; 
and if we could investigate all the manifestations of his 
will to the ver)'^ bottom, there would be not a single human 
action which we could not predict with certainty and 
recognise from its preceding conditions as necessaiy. 
There is no freedom therefore with reference to this 
empirical character, and )-ct it is only with reference to 
it that we can consider man, when wc are mcroXy observing., 
and, as is the case in anthropology, trying to investigate 
the motive causes of his actions physiologically h’ 

But, as soon as we transport ourselves from the phe- 
nomenal to the intelligible world, wc perceive that our 
volitions need not be, and indeed are not, thus pre- 
determined : 

‘ If. however, we consider the same actions with reference 
to reason, not with reference to speculative reason, in order 
to explain their origin, but solely so far as reason is the 
cause which produces them ; in one word, if we compare 
actions with reason, with reference to practical purposes, 
we find a rule and order, totally different from the order 
of nature. For, from this point of view, everything, it may 
be, ought not to have happened^ which according to the 
course of nature has happened, and, according to its em- 
pirical grounds, was inevitable. And sometimes we find, 
or believe at least that we find, that the ideas of reason 
have really proved their causality with reference to human 
actions as phenomena, and that these actions have taken 

place, not because they were determined by empirical 
causes, but by the causes of reason 2.* 

In a previous passage, the ideas of freedom and necessity 
are thus brought together : 


» Criiique of Pure Reason, Max Muller’s Translation, 

Id., pp. 474-5. 


vol, ii. p. 474. 
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‘The correctness of the principle of the unbroken 
connection of all events in the world of sense, according 
to unchangeable natural laws, is firmly established by the 
transcendental Analytic, and admits of no limitation. 
The question, therefore, can only be whether, in spite of 
it, freedom also can be found in the same effect which is 
determined by nature ; or whether freedom is entirely 
excluded by that inviolable rule? Here the common but 
fallacious supposition of the absolute reality of phenomena 
shows at once its pernicious influence in embarrassino- 
reason. For if phenomena arc things by themselves, 
freedom cannot be saved. Nature in that case is the 
complete and sufficient cause determining every event, 
and its condition is always contained in that scries of phe- 
nomena only which, together with their effect, are ncccssaiy 
under the law of nature. If, on the contrary, phenomena 
arc taken for nothing except what they arc in reality, 
namely, not things by themselves, but representations 
only, which arc connected with each other according to 
empirical laws, they must themselves have causes, which 
arc not phenomenal. Such an intelligible cause, however, 
is not determined with reference to its causality by phe- 
nomena, although its effects become phenomenal, and can 
be determined by other phenomena. That intelligible 
cause, therefore, with its causality, is outside the series, 
though its effects arc to be found in the scries of empirical 
conditions. The effect therefore can, with reference to its 
intelligible cause, be considered as free, and yet at the same 
time, with reference to phenomena, as resulting from them 
according to the necessity of nature ; a distinction which, 
if thus represented, in a general and entirely abstract form, 
may seem extremely subtle and obscure, but will become 
clear in its practical application^.' 

> Id., pp. 463-4. 
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What, then, is this freedom, as applied to our own voli- 
tions, the existence of which we cannot account for, though 
we arc certified of its possession ? It is frequently defined 
by Kant as ‘ independence of all the stimulants of the 
sensory.’ This is the negative side of the conception. 
I\Ian would be entirely free, if he acted from no impulse of 
feeling or inclination, from no sensitive determination, no 
appetite, desire, or affection, such as experience indicates 
to be the springs of action. When these motives determine 
the will, it is determined by something which is not self, 
which is part of the physical system. This procedure is 
hctcronomy, as distinct from autonomy. All these motives 
or stimulants, therefore, ought to be set aside : 

‘ The essential point in every determination of the will 
by the moral law is that being a free will it is determined 
simply by the moral law, not only without the co-operation 
of sensible impulses, but even to the rejection of all such, 
and to the checking of all inclinations so far as they might 
be opposed to that law. So far, then, the effect of the 
moral law as a motive is only negative, and this motive 
can be known a priori to be such'.’ 

Wc now pass to the positive point of view. What 
remains, after the whole sentient system is removed, is 
reason, and, as related to human action, pure practical 
reason, possessing a causality which is wholly its own, and 
self-originated, acting directly on the will without the 
intervention of any affection whatsoever : 

‘ Now we cannot possibly conceive a reason consciously 
receiving a bias from any other quarter with respect to its 
judgments, for then the subject would ascribe the deter- 
mination of its judgment not to its own reason, but to an 
impulse. It must regard itself as the author of its principles 

* Analytic of the Pure Practical Reason. Abbott's Translation in ‘ Kant’s 
Theory of Ethics,’ Second Edition, pp. 334-5. 
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independent on foreign influences. Consequently as practi- 
cal reason or as the will of a rational being it must regard 
itself as free, that is to say, the will of such a being 

cannot be a will of its own except under the idea of 
freedom 

But, though the practical reason (which, in Kant's 
system, is not always very clearly discriminated from the 
will) is self-determining, it must not be supposed that it 
acts without law : 

‘ Although freedom is not a property of the will depend- 
ing on physical laws, yet it is not for that reason lawless ; 
on the contrary it must be a causality acting according to 
immutable laws, but of a peculiar kind ; otho^vise a free 
will would be an absurdity. Physical necessity is a 
heteronomy of the efficient causes, for every cfiect is 
possible only according to this law, that something else 
determines the efficient cause to exert its causality. What 
else then can freedom of the will be but autonomy, that is 
the property of the will to be a law to itself? But the 
proposition : The will is in every action a law to itself, 
only expresses the principle, to act on no other maxim 
than that which can also have, as an object, itself as a 
universal law. Now this is precisely the formula of the 
categorical imperative and Is the principle of morality, so 
that a free will and a will subject to moral laws are one 
and the .sameV 

From this and similar passages, we sec that, according 
to Kant’s conception, there is behind the present order of 
things, and appearing dimly through it, another order in 
which quite other laws prevail. The only actions freely 
performed are such as proceed from pure practical reason, 

’ Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals. Abbott's Transla- 
tion in * Kant's Theory of Ethics,' Second Edition, pp. py-'S. 

* Id., p. 95. 
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or, more definitely, from obedience to a law which is 
presented by reason to the will. But, in this world, man, 
inasmuch as he can never wholly divest himself of his 
desires and feelings, can never be wholly free. Virtue 
here is always the result of a struggle, is always militant ; 
it is only in another order of things, where every act 
is purely rational, and, therefore, free, that it can be 
triumphant. Had we been left to observation and ex- 
perience alone, we should never have generalised the idea 
of freedom ; nay, it is solely an Idea of the Reason, 
which observation and experience do not even verify : 

‘ This freedom is not a conception of experience, nor can 
it be so, since it still remains, even though experience 
shows the contrary of what on supposition of freedom are 
conceived as its necessary consequences. On the other 
side it is equally necessary that everything that takes place 
should be fixedly determined according to laws of nature. 
This necessity of nature is likewise not an empirical con- 
ception, just for this reason, that it involves the notion of 
necessity and consequently of a priori cognition. But this 
conception of a system of nature is confirmed by experience, 
and it must even be inevitably presupposed if experience 
itself is to be possible, that is, a connected knowledge of 
the objects of sense resting on general laws. Therefore 
freedom is only an Idea [ideal conception] of Reason, 
and its objective reality in itself is doubtful, while 
nature is a concept of the understanding which proves, 
and must necessarily prove its reality in examples of ex- 
perienced’ 

Further, not only is the idea of freedom unverified in 
this lower order of things ; it cannot even be explained : 

For we can explain nothing but that which we can 

reduce to laws, the object of which can be given in some 
‘ Abbott’s Translation in ‘ Kant’s Theory of Ethics/ Second Edition, p. 109. 



Chap. IX.] 


KANT. 


323 


possible experience. But freedom is a mere idea, the 
objective reality of which can in no wise be shown accord- 
ing to laws of nature, and consequently not in any possible 
experience ; and for this reason it can never be compre- 
hended or understood, because we cannot support it by 
any sort of example or analogy. It holds good only as a 
necessary hypothesis of reason in a being that believes 
itself conscious of a will, that is, of a faculty distinct from 
mere desire (namely a faculty of determining itself to 
action as an intelligence, in other words, by laws of reason 
independently on natural instincts). Now where deter- 
mination according to laws of nature ceases, there all 
explanation ceases also, and nothing remains but defence, 
i.e., the removal of the objections of those who pretend to 
have seen deeper into the nature of things, and thereupon 
boldly declare freedom impossible. We can only point 
out to them that the supposed contradiction, that they have 
discovered in it, arises only from this, that in order to be 
able to apply the law of nature to human actions, they 
must necessarily consider man as an appearance: then, 
when we demand of them that they should also think of 
him qua intelligence as a thing in itself, they still persist 
in considering him in this respect also as an appearance. 
In this view it would no doubt be a contradiction to 
suppose the causality of the same subject (that is, his will) 
to be withdrawn from all the natural laws of the sensible 
world. But this contradiction disappears, if they would 
only bethink themselves and admit, as is reasonable, that 
behind the appearances there must also lie at their root 
(although hidden) the things in themselves, and that we 
cannot expect the laws of these to be the same as those 
that govern their appearances'.* 

We arc thus transported to an entirely different order of 

* Abbott's Translation in * Kant's Theory of Ethics,' Second Edition, pp. 1 1 5*6. 

V Z 
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things, a inundus inielligibilis, the august inmates of which, 
being free from all passion and sensitive excitement, are at 
liberty to follow the dictates of pure reason, which thus, 
shining in undimmcd lustre, confers a priceless value on all 
their actions : 

‘This thought certainly involves the idea of an order 
and a system of laws different from that of the mechanism 
of nature which belongs to the sensible world, and it makes 
the conception of an intelligible world necessary (that is 
to say, the whole system of rational beings as things in 
themselves)^.’ 

On Kant’s idea of Freedom, thus briefly represented, we 
may venture to make three remarks : 

(i) Freedom is with him only another word for an ideal 
state, to which man may constantly approximate, but to 
which he never actually attains. It is the attribute of 
perfect beings, in whom reverence for the moral law is the 
sole spring of action, and who never do anything from any 
other motive than because it is right. These beings, more- 
over, arc supposed to be divested of all the infirmities of 
humanity, to be freed from those desires which are now an 
essential part of man’s nature, and to have escaped those 
restraints which his physical surroundings here invariably 
impose upon him. But morality, as conceived by the 
majority of moralists from Aristotle downwards, and as 
pourtrayed in this work, is precisely man’s attempt to 
accommodate himself to the circumstances of his condition, 
to improve those circumstances where he can, and to 
acquiesce in them where he cannot — in short, to strive 
after such perfection as the limitations of his composite 
nature admit of^. A higher morality there may be — but 

‘ Abbott’s Translation in * Kant’s Theory of Ethics,’ Second Edition, p, 1 14. 
> ntpl iptrijs Si imffKtifTiov iv 9 fwtriyy]t SrjKou Srr yip TiyaBdv iy 9 p 6 mvov 
iCvrovftftf Koi Tilv tvSaifiovlay iyepuniyrjv. Arist. Eth. Nic. I. 13 (5). 
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by us, It seems to be, at least, unattainable, if not incon- 
ceivable. 

(2) These considerations lead to our second remark, 
namely, that Kant’s moral ideal, like his idea of freedom, 
contemplates a purely intellectual being, entirely un- 
influenced by affections^ But, granted the possibility of 
such a being, how can we predicate of it morality? It 
might, it is true, perceive moral relations, and its percep- 
tions of these relations, and the inferences founded on 
them, might be infallibly correct ; but what would there 
be in its nature to lead it to action ? Acdroia aM) ovdev 
Ktvel is an old maxim, which speculations like these of 
Kant seem constantly to ignore. Nor, from the very 
nature of the supposition, could such a being exhibit those 
feelings of sympathy and antipathy which, at present, 
cither in themselves or when translated into action, are the 
sole means by which human nature is enabled to exercise 
any influence on the conduct of others. 

(3) But, after all, as it appears to us, there is, in Kant’s 
conception of Freedom, at least one important element of 
truth. We are apt, unless perpetually reminded of the 
contrary, to suppose that the realm of being is coextensive 
with our faculties of knowing. Kant, on the other hand, 
points out that, after observation and analysis can go no 
further, there still remains something which lies behind 
and beyond, of more importance than anything we observe 
or can account for. The recognition of this unknown 
clement may be regarded as a most valuable protest 

» Kant docs Indeed recognise an interest (Intercssc) taken by mankind in the 
moral law, the basis of which interest in us we call the moral feeling (woai wir 
die Gnindlage in uns das moralische GcTuhl nennen) ; but it is the practical 
reason, and not this ‘interest’ which is regarded as the tme spring of action in 
the ideally virtuous character. The ' interest ’ must indeed be viewed merely 
as ‘the subjective effect which the law exercises on the Will, the objective 
grounds of which arc furnished by Reason alone.’ See Fundamental Pnnciplcs 
of the Melaphysic of Morals, Abbott’s Translation, pp. i 
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against those who pretend to be acquainted with all the 
springs of human action, and who ignore the possibility 
of mysterious influences beyond those objects which we 
see and feel. That there are many things in human, as 
well as in external, nature, which we cannot explain, is, 
perhaps, one of the lessons which we are most loath to 
learn, but it is one which every man of candid mind and 
true philosophic capacity must be compelled sooner or 
later to recognise. But Kant is not content with uttering 
this protest. From the negative fact of our mental limita- 
tions he proceeds to a positive theory of volition which 
appears to us to rest merely on an unverified distinction. 

Among the more recent English writers who have dis- 
cussed this question are Sir William Hamilton, Mr. Mill, 
Professor Bain, and Professor Sidgwick. 

The position maintained by SirW. Hamilton^ is that the 
schemes of Determinism and Liberty, though mutually 
contradictory, are equally inconceivable ; but that conscious- 
ness, cither directly, or indirectly, through the fact of moral 
responsibility, witnesses unmistakeabiy in favour of the 
latter, and that, consequently, we are bound to accept that 
alternative. To this contention Mr. Mill (in his Examination 
of Sir W. Hamilton’s Philosophy^) replies that, even con- 
ceding the ‘ co-equal inconceivability of the conflicting 
hypotheses, an uncaused commencement, and an infinite 
regress,’ we may ‘find our way out of the difficulty’ as we 
do in other cases of causation. ‘ In the case of every other 
kind of fact, we do not elect the hypothesis that the event 
took place without a cause: we accept the other supposition, 
that of a regress, not indeed to infinity, but either generally 
into the region of the Unknowable, or back to an Universal 
Cause, regarding which, as we are only concerned with it 

» Lectures on Metaphysics, Lcct. XL. * ch 
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in relation to what it preceded, and not as itself preceded 
by anything, wc can afford to make a plain avowal of our 
ignorance.’ 

‘ Now, what is the reason, which, in the case of all things 
within the range of our knowledge except volitions, 
makes us choose this side of the alternative?’ ‘ Apparently 
it is because the causation hypothesis possesses the advan- 
tage of having experience on its side.’ ‘ Now, the so-called 
Necessitarians demand the application of the same rule of 
judgment to our volitions. They maintain that there is 
the same evidence for it. They affirm, as a truth of 
experience, that volitions do, in point of fact, follow deter- 
minate moral antecedents with the same uniformity, and 
(when wc have sufficient knowledge of the circumstances) 
with the same certainty, as physical effects follow their 
physical causes. These moral antecedents arc desires, 
aversions, habits, and dispositions, combined with outward 
circumstances suited to call those internal incentives into 
action. All these again arc effects of causes, those of them 
which arc mental being consequences of education, and of 


other moral and physical influences. 

As against Sir W. Hamilton’s argument from Conscious- 
ness Mr. Mill asks whether the alleged testimony of 
consciousness is directly in favour of freedom, or only 
indirectly, through the fact of moral responsibility. If the 
former, all that consciousness really testifies, is ' that I 
could have decided the other way. I ask my consciousness 
what I do feel, and I find, indeed, that I feel (or am con- 
vinced) that I could have chosen the other course if I had 
preferred it; but not that I could have chosen one course 
while I preferred the other.’ If the latter, - the prim.twe 
consciousness wc are said to have, that we are »“°“*:^le 
for our actions, and that if we violate the rule of nght wc 
shall deserve punishment, I contend is nothing else tha 
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our knowledge that punishment will be just ; that by such 
conduct we shall place ourselves in the position in which 
our fellow creatures, or the Deity, or both, xvill naturally, 
and may justly, inflict punishment upon us.’ The justice 
of punishment is thus dealt with in a previous paragraph : 
‘ The question deemed to be so puzzling is, how punishment 
can be justified, if men’s actions are determined by motives, 
among which motives punishment is one. A more difficult 
question would be. how it can be justified if they are not so 
determined. Punishment proceeds on the assumption that 
the will is governed by motives. If punishment had no 
power of acting on the will, it would be illegitimate, 
however natural might be the inclination to inflict it. Just 
so far as the will is supposed free, that is, capable of acting 
against motives, punishment is disappointed of its object, 
and deprived of its justification.’ 

This chapter is one of the most acute in Mr. Mill’s work, 

and seems to me decidedly clearer and more complete 

t an t c chapter in the Logic*, where he discusses the 
same subject. 

Professor Bain“ deals mainly with the question of re- 
sponsibility. that is, liability to reward or punishment, and 
attempts to shew that all the facts connected with this 
subject are perfectly compatible with the theoiy of Deter- 
minism. He does not. however, attempt any reply to the 
argument of his opponents founded on the facts of praise 
and blame, self-approbation and self-condemnation. 

Professor Sidgrvick, whose chapter on Free Will’ should 
be read m the last (third) edition of the Methods of Ethics 
appears to me to have discussed this subject with more 
than even his ordinary acumen. In the first place, he 
exposes most effectively the ambiguity which lurks under 

Bk. VI, ch. j. 1 On the EmoUons and the Will, The Will, ch. id. 

’ Part I, ch. 5. 
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the use of the words ‘free’ and ‘freedom,’ as commonly 
employed by many theologians and philosophers, such as 
St. Augustine, the Stoics, and Kant Such writers often 
speak of the Will as only then free when it chooses what 
is good, or when it is freed from the dominion of passion 
and appetite, or is a reasonable will, or acts under the 
guidance of reason. There is certainly a legitimate mean- 
ing in this use of the word, inasmuch as the rational part of 
our nature may be regarded, and generally has been 
regarded by philosophers, as that which most properly and 
distinctively constitutes ourselves. But it is certainly not 
the same use of the term as that in which it is employed 
by philosophers, when they ask whether a man is free to 
choose between two alternative courses of action or 
whether he is determined by motives or other antecedent 
causes. The opposite term to ‘free’ in the former sense would 
be ‘ enslaved,’ in the latter * determined ’ or ‘ necessitated.’ 
As Professor Sidgwick points out, ‘it is clear, if we say 
that a man is “ a free agent in so far as he acts rationally,” 
we cannot also say, in the same sense, that it is by his own 
“ free ” choice that he acts irrationally, when he does so act ; 
and it is this latter proposition which Libertarians generally 
have been concerned to maintain. They have thought it 
of fundamental importance to shew the " Freedom ” of the 
moral agent, on account of the connexion that they have 
held to exist between Freedom and Moral Responsibility: 
and it is obvious that the Freedom thus connected with 
Responsibility is not the Freedom that is only manifested 
in rational action, but the Freedom to choose between 
right and wrong which is manifested equally in either 

choice.' 

After stating the arguments for the Determinist posi- 
tion in a singularly lucid and forcible manner, Professor 
Sidg^vick proceeds: ‘We must conclude, then, that 
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against the formidable array of cumulative evidence 
offered for Determinism, there is but one opposing 
argument of real force ; the immediate affirmation of 
consciousness in the moment of deliberate action. And 
certainly, in the case of actions in which I have a distinct 
consciousness of choosing between alternatives of conduct, 
one of which I conceive as right or reasonable, I find it 
impossible not to think that I can now choose to do what 
I so conceive, however strong may be my inclination to 
act unreasonably, and however uniformly I may have 
yielded to such inclinations in the past.' And, in another 
place, he says: ‘ To sum up, we may say that, in so far as 
we reason to any definite conclusions concerning the 
future actions of ourselves or others, we must consider 
them as determined by unvarying laws: if they are not 
completely so determined, our reasoning is pro tanto liable 
to error: but no other is open to us. While, on the other 
hand, when we arc ascertaining (on any principles) what 
choice it is reasonable to make between two alternatives 
of conduct, it is just as impossible to apply determinist 
assumptions as it was in the former case inevitable,’ 
Forcibly as this position is stated, it does not appear to 
me to introduce any newer or more powerful reason on 
the Free-Will side of the controversy than that numbered 
( I ) on p. 3 15. The argument, stated in the briefest form, is 
this : at the moment of action, I am conscious of my 
power to choose. But it may be replied, as it is replied in 
the counter-argument (i) on p. 316, that the reason is be- 
cause I am not sufficiently acquainted with all the springs 
of action and their relative force, and that, when a man 
comes to reflect on the circumstances of his conduct, he 
often recognises his past actions as the necessary result of 
the various forces, internal and external, operating on him 
at the time. And, thus, I venture to suggest that the 
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difficulty raised by this antinomy is not really resolved in 
either direction by Professor Sidg^vick’s argument. 

With Professor Sidg^vick’s opinion as to the unim- 
portance of this question in its bearings on the regulation 
of actual conduct I entirely concur. 


It may, perhaps, afford some clue to guide us through 
this labyrinth of controversy, if we attempt to trace, in the 
individual, the growth of that power of self-control and 
self-mastery which is so intimately associated with what 
is called the Will. The Will, as was stated in a previous 
part of this Chapter, is usually regarded as the power 
partly of forming, partly of retaining our volitions^. But 
the power of retaining a volition, that is, of holding it in 
suspense till the moment for action arrives, implies a 
power of resisting the solicitations of conflicting desires. 
Now, in childhood, hardly any such power can be said to 
exist. The child tries to gratify each passing desire 
entirely regardless of its relations to all other desires. 
It is only by slow experience of consequences, and mainly 
through the restraints imposed by those around him, that 
he learns to make a selection amongst his desires, to check 
some while he gratifies others. He finds that certain acts 
are attended with pleasure, others with pain; that certain 
acts are punished or blamed, others praised or rewarded. 
And so, by slow degrees, he acquires a power of resisting 
those temptations which lead to ultimate evil, and of 
adhering to those volitions which promote his ultimate 
good. But. when he has formed the power of mam- 
taining, in spite of contrary solicitations, volitions which do 


. It has already b«n suggested that, for tho^ of 

view of action, it would be better to approprute the f 

rcUiniog, as disUnct from the power of forming, our VohUons. 
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not immediately pass into action, we may say that he has 
already acquired a Will. As time passes on, the oppor- 
tunities of developing this will are constantly multiplied. 
His parents, his nurse, all the elders of his family are 
constantly enforcing on him the necessity of checking 
this or that impulse, forming this or that habit, adhering 
to this or that resolution. The discipline of school acts 
generally in the same direction as the influences of his 
family, while the example of companions of his own age 
sometimes concides with, sometimes runs counter to, the 
teaching of his ciders. With advancing life, a variety of 
other influences come into operation ; society, fashion, 
custom, law, tradition bind their adamantine chains 
around us, and on reflexion it is curious to observe how 
small a portion of our acts is not pre-determined for us. 
If all external influences operated in the same direction, 
it seems as if our volitions would become so fixed as to 
admit of no change of purpose ; but the fact that different 
influences operate in different directions accounts for the 
amount of vacillation, irresolution, and cross-purposes, as 
wc call them, which we actually experience. The results 
of this moral education, through which, though in various 
degrees, we all psss, may be summed up as follows: (i) we 
acquire a power of suspending our volitions, and retaining 
them unchanged, in spite of conflicting desires, till the 
moment for action arrives ; (a) some of these volitions 
(as is notably the case in the more ordinary conduct of 
life) become, in consequence of the force of concurrent 
circumstances, so habitual that we form them, whenever 
the opportunity occurs, and invariably carry them out 
into action ; (3) some, on the other hand, in consequence 
of conflicting influences, can only be carried out after a 
struggle, and some, for the same reason, eventually yield 
to more powerful forces, and thus never pass into action 
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at all ; (4) owing to the fact that we are subject to a 
variety of desires, concurring or conflicting, which are 
excited in us, from time to time, by external influences, 
while the consequences of gratifying them arc traced and 
compared by the reason, we acquire, or seem to acquire, 
a power of modifying our conduct and of adapting it to 
circumstances as they arise ; (5) from the fact that every 
man, who has been subjected to moral discipline, comes, 
as life advances, to have certain great ends in view, we 
acquire, or seem to acquire, a power of subordinating our 
lesser to our greater, our more transient to our more 
permanent aims, of checking our momentary impulses, in 
one word, of self-control. 

These remarks will perhaps render it easier to arrive at 
some conclusions on the intricate subject before us. 

On the one hand, we seem to be free, or, at least, to 
have the power of becoming free, to shape our own acts, 
and, moreover, we seem to aim at maintaining and in- 
creasing this freedom. There can be no question that the 
man who has been subjected to the various influences, 
intellectual, moral, social, legal, and religious, of civilised 
life, and who has received the impress of those influences, 
possesses a far greater power of self-restraint than the 
savage, the Arab of our streets, the spoilt child, the un- 
disciplined youth, or the man who, as we say, is the slave 
of his passions. But what exactly is meant by this power 
of self-restraint? Is it the power of doing as we choose 
at any particular moment, independently of all motives 
and of all antecedent circumstances? Evidently not. It 
is rather the power, and (a point which it is imporUnt to 
notice) the power habitually exercised, of subordinating 
transient impulses, momentary desires, and even sharp 
paroxysms of passion, to the permanent tendencies of our 
nature, the fixed dispositions, or, in one word, to character. 
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that is to say, the aggregate of our habitual thotights and 
feelings. A man who has acquired this power has, it is 
plain, become freed from the dominion of mere passing 
and temporary influences ; but, it is equally plain, he is 
proportionally more completely under the control of his 
fixed habits and dominant ideas. If he has ceased to be 
the slave of passion, he has become the slave of character. 
Still, this independence of circumstance and of passing 
feeling is naturally the aspect of his position which most 
impresses itself upon his mind. He feels that he need not 
be constantly on the watch to resist temptation. For he 
may sufficiently trust the fixed principles of his nature to 
assert themselves, as it were automatically, against any 
sudden or violent inclinations. And, consequently, he is 
not always having to throw the blame on external in- 
fluences, unexpected occurrences, and the like, for aberra- 
tions from his ordinary standard of conduct. His character 
being habitually strong, if he has occasion to blame any- 
thing, it is that. And this very self-reproach acts in the 
way of confirming his belief in his own freedom, that is, 
in the power which he possessed of exercising successful 
resistance, had his fixed principles been sufficiently do- 
minant at the moment of action. Similarly, when this 
resistance has been successfully exercised and becomes an 
object of reflexion, it excites the feeling of self-approbation, 
a feeling which seems to imply the possibility of having 
failed to do that which he approves of himself for having 
done. And, when others succeed or fail in exercising a 
similar self-control in the direction with which he sym- 
pathises, they become, respectively, the objects of similar 
feelings of approbation or disapprobation, which, when 
expressed in words, are called praise or blame. Following 
out, therefore, this train of thought, it becomes difficult to 
conceive our actions as not due, in some measure, to causes 
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entirely dependent on ourselves ; in fact, to our compara- 
tive success or failure in asserting our own superiority to 
that of circumstance, the superiority of our permanent 
nature to the passing gusts of passion and appetite. 

On the other hand, when we come to consider the matter 
more closely, and to apply the powerful instrument of 
analysis to our motives, dispositions, and character, we 
cannot but see that all these springs of action, so far as 
we can trace them, seem to be strictly dependent on an- 
tecedent circumstances. The individual act, no one doubts, 
follows on the antecedents, and is determined by them, 
exactly as is the case in a physical event But, then, these 
antecedents, it is said, are of various kinds ; some being 
external, others internal, and the latter being, some of a 
permanent, others merely of an occasional character. Still, 
are not our dispositions and character, however fixed and 
permanent they may now appear to be, equally with the 
strength of our appetites or our liability to passion, ultimate- 
ly traceable to a variety of causes independent of ourselves, 
— hereditary pre-dispositions, educational influences, ex- 
ample of our elders, companionship, external circumstances, 
opportunities, and the like, which, taken collectively, are 
amply sufficient to account for our present moral condition, 
and, consequently, in conjunction with the incentives to 
action which from time to time occur, for the whole of 
our outward conduct? Have we no power, then, it may 
be asked, to extirpate or weaken some troublesome appe- 
tite or desire, to strengthen one motive at the expense of 
another, to give a preponderating influence to some one 
element in our nature ? To this question it may be replied 
that, at all events, the direction in which any such power 
operates seems to be determined by previous antecedents, 
and the direction taken by any power we may have of 
varying these antecedents by previous antecedents, and 
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SO on, as far as the imagination can reach. However much 
we may change, there always seems to be something to 
account for our change ; and so, in the attempt to explain 
human action, we always find ourselves carried, by a con- 
stant regression, from one group of antecedents to another, 

till it seems as if we were the mere victims of circumstances, 

% 

from which there is no escape. 

But, at the same time, however unanswerable this 
argument may appear to be, it is confronted by facts of 
almost hourly occurrence in the lives of us all which, on 
the hypothesis of its validity, seem to be inexplicable. 
Why should we praise or blame others, why, on reflexion, 
should we approve or disapprove of our own acts and 
dispositions, if we regard both others and ourselves as 
merely and exclusively determined by antecedent circum- 
stances^? Surely both praise and blame, self-approbation 
and self-disapprobation, imply that the objects of them 
had the power of acting othenvise than they did, and, if 
of acting otherwise than they did, of being otherwise than 
they were. And, however it may be with regard to our 
praise and blame of others, which may possibly, in some 
cases, be modified, though they are certainly never extin- 
guished, by a growing sense of the difficulties of conduct ; 
yet it undoubtedly seems to be the fact that, with in- 
creasing knowledge and experience, both of ourselves and 
of the world outside us, we do not become less but more 
sensitive in the feelings and judgments with which, on 
reflexion, we regard our own acts and habits. But, if 
these acts and habits were pre-determined by the con- 
currence of external and internal conditions, they, surely, 
were inevitable, and, if inevitable, how can they be the 
proper objects of approbation or disapprobation ? 

* I have said nothing of reward and punishment, or of responsibility, which 
may be explained as liability to punishment, because I think that all these facts 
are equally explicable on the Determinist hypothesis. 



Chap. IX.] 


PRACTICAL RESULTS. 


337 


Here, then, we seem to be on the confines of human 
knowledge, and to be compelled to recognise that, in the 
sphere of human action as well as in that of metaphysical 
speculation, there are apparent contradictions which we 
cannot reconcile. However unwillingly, we must, perforce, 
acquiesce in the limitation of our faculties. But, practically, 
we may, perhaps, draw some useful lessons even from our 
speculative difficulties. Bccau.se we address motives to 
men in the full confidence that they will be determined 
by them, we must not, on that account, feel or express 
less indignation at vice- or less sympathy with virtue; 
because wc are able to trace our own actions to their 
antecedent circumstances, we must not, on that account, 
cease to reproach ourselves when wc do wrong, nor need 
wc feel the le.ss satisfaction when wc act justly, wisely, or 
nobly. 

But suppose that, instead of recognising the irrcconcilc- 
ablc character of these confronting difficulties, any one 
were to embrace decisively one of the alternative con- 
clusions. What would be the practical effect on his life 
and conduct? If he adopted the alternative of Freedom, 
he must recognise, unless he were singularly ignorant or 
foolish, that character and action arc, at all events, so 
largely determined by external influences and antecedent 
circumstances, that it would be the extreme of recklessness 
to neglect, cither in his own case or that of others, to 
employ all those aids of education, discipline, habit, in- 
struction, and association, which, as we say, mould the 
character and shape our conduct. And, if he adopted 
the other alternative, that of Necessity or Determinism, 
he would be fully conscious, unless he were a madman or 
a fanatic, that forethought, watchfulness, and circum- 
spection are amongst the most important of the ante- 

z 
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cedents which determine right action. He would, therefore, 

I imagine, take no less heed to his ways, than the man 
who supposes that they are, in part, the result of his own 
independent efforts. If the nature of an act depends upon 
its antecedents, the withdrawal or alteration of an ante- 
cedent, he would be perfectly aware, would prevent, impair, 
or change the act. It is conceivable, indeed, that a man 
may suppose that, because his actions are determined by 
antecedent circumstances, he need do nothing himself. 
But this is rather the attitude of the Fatalist or Predes- 
tinarian’, who imagines himself to be completely at the 
mercy of some external power, than of the Determinist, 
part of whose theory it is that all causes affecting action 
must operate through his own character and his own 
motives. The only effect, at once likely and legitimate, 
I conceive, which the theoiy of Determinism, as opposed 
to that of Libertarianism, might exercise upon a man, 
would be to render him less energetic in his praise and 
blame of others. The force of temptation, the pressure of 
circumstances, and the difficulty of effecting any sudden 
change in the character are, perhaps, more distinctly 
realised by the Determinist than by his antagonist But 

* As in the familiar case of ‘the ‘Peculiar People.’ This fallacy is well 

described by Cicero, De Fato, ch. la : ‘Nec nos impediet ilia ignnva raUo, 

qnx dicitur ; appcllatur enim quidam a philosophis dpyis \6yos, cui si pareamus, 

nihil omnino agamus in vita. Sic cnim interrogant : Si fatum tibi est, ex hoc 

morbo convalesccrc ; sive mcdicum adhibueris, sive non, convalesces. Item, si 

fatum tibi est, ex hoc morbo non convalcscere ; sive tu mcdicum adhibueris, 

sive non, non convalesces. Et alterutmm fatum est. Medicum ergo ad- 

hibere nihil attinet.’ The solution of the fallacy is discussed in the next 

chapter. Chrysippus exposed it very acutely by the use of the word 

cvyttfiapfidua (‘ coafatalia ’). ‘Tam cnim est fatale, medicum adhibere. quam 
convalcscere.* 

It may be noticed that Bishop Butler in his celebrated chapter in the 
Analogy on ‘the Opinion of Necessity considered as influencing Practice' 
wnfusw the theory of FatalUm with that of Determinism or Philosophical 
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yet, as we have seen, the energy of self-reproach and self- 
approval does not seem, in the case of those who hold 
this theory, to be at all diminished. Thus, the well-worn 
controversy, with which we have been mainly occupied in 
this chapter, appears to be one of those questions whose 
speculative interest is out of all proportion to their practical 
importance. 



CHAPTER X. 


Oh the Religious Feeling. 

The relation of the Religious Feeling, in its various forms, to the Moral 
Feeling. Certain peculiarities of Christianity. Dangers to Morality 
from perversions of the Religious Feeling, The higher and the lower 
religious sanctions in their relation to one another and to the other 
sanctions of conduct. 

The Religious Feeling is an element in human nature 
which it is impossible for the moralist to overlook. It 
has indeed been already shewn* that Ethics admit of 
being treated as an independent science, and that to regard 
them as a branch of Theology is prejudicial to both 
sciences alike. But, at the same time, whether we com- 
pare the moral and religious sanctions of conduct, or the 
influence of the moral and religious feelings in the esti- 
mation and determination of actions, we cannot fail to 
perceive how intimate is the relation of the two subjects. 
In the present Chapter, it will be attempted briefly to 
delineate the nature and various forms of the Religious 
Feeling, to point out its relation to the Moral Feeling, and 
to trace its effects, for good and for evil, on the moral 
judgments and the formation of the moral character. 
Lastly, I shall discriminate the higher from the lower 
religious sanction, and both from the other sanctions of 


» SeePartI, Ch. I. 
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conduct, attempting to distinguish those cases to which 
the religious sanction, in either of its forms, is peculiarly 
adapted. 

In the earlier ages of mankind, when men were weak 
and defenceless, and the causes of phenonema were little 
known, they were prone to deify almost every object 
around them: anything which powerfully struck the 
imagination, which filled them with wonder or terror, 
which was calculated to affect them favourably or un- 
favourably, to inspire them with a sense of danger, or to be 
eminently useful to them in relieving their wants. Thus, 
amongst the objects worshipped by people in the most 
primitive stages of religious belief, are stoc ks a nd stones , 
subterraneous caverns, volcanoe^ the tops of mountains, 
groves and thickets ; the sky, the sun, the moon, and the 
‘host of heaven'; rivers, torrents, the sea, the winds, 
and the elements ; the tiger, the wolf, and the serpent , 
horned cattle, fruitful trees, and even nets, implements, and 
tools*. But in the.se various objects of worship, ranging 


* The varioos and singular forms assun>ed by I-'ctichistic worship arc well 
illustrated in a Paper, entitled ‘ 'l*hc Religion of an Indian Province ’con- 
tributed to the Fortnightly Review of February 187a. by Mr. (now S.r) A. t. 
Lyall Amongst the objects selected for worship, because they arc fancied to 
poswss some mysterious influence or faculty, he enumerates ‘a sloae odd y 
shaped, a jutting bit of rock, a huge boulder lying alone in the plain. .i cirJe 
of stones, a peculiar mark on the hill-side or a hammock atop, an ancient 
carved pillar, a milestone unexpectedly set up where none was before, with 
strange hieroglyphics, a telegraph post, fossils with their shell-marks ; in fact, 
any object of the kind that catches attention as being out of the common 

Not' only.’ says Sir A. I-yall in the article referred to above, 'd^ 
the husbandman pr.ay to bis plough, the fisher to his net. the weaver to his 
loom ; but the scribe adores his pen. and the banker his account books, p. 13^ 
Cp Habakkuk I. 16, ‘Therefore they sacrifice unto their net, and burn incen 
L^lo the^ drag : because by them their portion is fat. and their meat 
Of this custom, says Sir A. Lyall. the most ^nsaUonal 
found amouB Ihc Thup, »bo u»d to wonhip the p.ck-uee uhtji they corned 

for speedy burial Of their Victims on the spot of the murder. 

accurate and valuable information on the religion of races m an car y 
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from the grandest phenomena of nature to the meanest 
productions of human skill, we seem to detect this one 
common feature, that to the rude and primitive man they 
all alike suggested a mysterious power capable of in- 
fluencing his destiny, however incapable he might be of 
explaining the mode of its operation. 

4 In a later stage of human development, the mysterious 
^xjwcrs which man worships are no longer usually 
identified with material objects or the spirits which are 
supposed to animate them, but arc regarded as having an 
independent existence, and often as living together in a 
separate spirit-world of their own. And, at a still later 
stage, the existence of many gods, with conflicting wills, 
is, and can only be, reconciled by the recognition of One 
Supreme Will on whom ail the phenomena of nature and 
mind ultimately depend. 

But, however various, at different epochs of social 
development, have been the objects on which the religious 
belief of men has been concentrated, that belief has always 
had one characteristic. It has always, if we except certain 
abnormal periods of transition or revolution, served the 
purpose of binding together their other beliefs, of con- 
secrating their laws, customs, and institutions. From the 
rudest to the highest phase of civilisation, there is no one 
circumstance which will afford so much information about' 
the condition of a people in other respects, as their 
religious belief. 

The Religious Feeling, which these various beliefs 
excite, may, perhaps, in its widest extent, be defined as 

stage of civilisation will be found in Dr. Tylor’s Primitive Culture ns well as 
in Sir A. C. Lyall’s * Asiatic Studies, Religious and Social,’ in which volume 
the above-cite<l Article is included, as the first Chapter. The ‘ stocks,’ ‘ stones,’ 
&c., which are the objects of worship to the primitive man, arc probably 
regarded, more or less definitely, as animated by spirits similar to his ONvn. 
See Tylor’s Primitive Culture, ch. 14. 
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the feeling of awe and mystery with which man regards any 
being or beings whom he supposes to have the power and 
will, by means unknown to him, of affecting his destiny. 
In its more exalted stages, this feeling, doubtless, includes 
the affections of trust and love, but the objects to which it 
originally attaches itself seem to inspire solely feelings of 
awe and mystery, without suggesting any ideas of a dis- 


tinctively moral character. 

This feeling, however various the objects to which it 
attaches itself and the forms which it assumes, has 
existed, and apparently must exist, in all ages. Beyond 
the limits of the senses and experience man recognises an 
obscure and unknown region, which, appealing forcibly to 
the imagination, creates in him a feeling of religious awe. 
To confine the mind within the limits of positive know- 
ledge seems impossible. The unknown, however we may, 
for a time, attempt to ignore it, always forces itself back 
on our notice. In it, we seem compelled to suppose, lies 
the ultimate cause of all that we see around us. This 
cause, when at length it has taken the form in the imagin- 
ation of an all-powerful and perfectly intelligent being, 
invisible but omnipresent, cannot but affect the feelings to 
an intense degree, and, through the feelings, the moral 
character. One age is impressed by its power, another by 
its intelligence, and another by its justice or goodness. 
But it is only when it has come to be regarded as * perfect 
goodness,' that it supplies an ideal by which our whole 
nature is elevated and thus becomes an object of true 
worship to man. As the higher elements of our nature. 


• The idea of the perfect goodness of God is forcibly brought in the 

Kepublic of Plato. OfiV &pa, J 

airU in ol -oAAol Afyova.., dXAd 

ctWya dXAoK olrmrW. rob- Si dW.’ drra S« oMa. dXA 

Rtp» Bk. 1I« 379 
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intelligence and benevolence, become more developed, we 
detect in what we see around us evidence of the possession 
of these attributes by the Being whom we believe to be 
the cause of all things. God is regarded as infinitely wise 
and good, and the belief that He is so raises our appre- 
hension of the same qualities in ourselves. Thus the 
objects of the moral and religious feelings, in many cases, 
become identified, and the feelings themselves, in this 
higher phase of religion, have a tendency to coalesce. 

In a treatise on morals, such as the present, we are not con- 
cerned to determine the origin or trace, in detail, the history 
of the different forms of religious belief ; nor shall we enter 
on the speculation, how far each of these forms was calcu- 
lated to exercise a salutary influence on the moral character 
at the time of its origin. It need only be remarked that 
religious beliefs in early times had little moral influence, in 
the strict sense of the word*. Men sought, in those early 
times, by means of sacrifices and offerings, to propitiate 
the wrath or to purchase the good-will of Deities of like 
passions with themselves, in the undoubting belief that 
these alone afforded sufficient means of acquiring their 
favour. ‘ Mercy I will have, and not sacrifice’ was a con- 

* ‘ A native American or African,’ says Dr. Tylor (Anthropology, p. 368), 

‘ may have a distinct belief in souls and other spirits as the causes of his own 

life and of the events of the surrounding world, and he may worship these 

ghostly or divine beings, gaining their favour or appeasing their anger by 

prayers and offerings. But though these gods may require him to do his duty 

towards them, it does not follow that they should coneern themselves with his 

doing his duty to his neighbour. Among such peoples, if a man robs or 

murders, that is for the party wronged or his friends to avenge; if he is stingy, 

treacherous, brutal, then punishment may fall on him or he may be scouted by 

all good people ; but he is not necessarily looked upon ns hateful to the gods, 

imd in fact such a man is often a great medicine-man or priest. While they 

hold also that the soul will continue to exist after death, flitting as a ghost or 

demon among the living or passing to the gloomy under-world or the 

shining spirit-land, they often think its condition will be rather a keeping-up 

of earthly character and rank, than a reward or punishment for the earthly 
life/ 
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ccption which they would ill have understood ^ It was 
only when the distinctively moral feeling began to develope 
itself consciously in the mind, that the moral attributes were 
regarded as constituting God an object of true and reason- 
able worship. The idea of a God who possessed in 
perfection all moral attributes— a being of infinite power 
and intelligence which he exerts always in behalf of his 
creatures— grew up, and, from tlic necessity of the case, 
must have grown up, very slowly in the world. 

But, when a sincere belief in the existence of a being 
endowed with such attributes has once originated, it is 
calculated to react forcibly on the moral character of his 
worshippers. In part itself the product of the moral 


’ This idea is peculiarly prominent in Ihe Vedas. Thus, to take one instance 
out of many, ia the Rif:- Veda Sanhiia (Wilson’s Translation, Vol. Ill, pp. 

*49. >5®). "c ^'"‘1 following verses: 

•Let us invoke that gracious Indra who has m.adc so many good things for 
man ; who, bestowing enviable opulence, quickly brings acceptable fooil to a 

worshipper like me. , . , r n • .u 

‘ Hero Indra, when in any conflict of men the sharp thunderbolt falls in the 

midst (of them), and when, lord, there is a terrible battle, then the defender of 
our persons is made known. 

' In every battle. Maghavan, may wc, along with those men who trust in 
thee and offer rich gifts, like those who arc resplendent with riches, triumphing 

over their foes, glorify thcc many nights and years. ^ , 

• Therefore we offer to the vigorous Indra, the showerer (of benefits), holy 
adoration, that he may never withdraw his friendly (actions) from us, and tlial 
he may be our powerful protector, the defender of (our) persons, as the I»ir«gu» 

(fabricate) a car (for us). 

•Glorified (in Ihe past), glorified. ludra. at present, s.Uisfy thy worshipper 
with food, as rivers (arc filled with water) : Lord of horses, a new hymn has 
Uen made for thcc : may we, possessed of chariots. l>c ever delighted in (thy) 

praise/ 

The obscure allusion in the last verse but one is explained in a note by 
Professor Wilson as signifying that ‘ as a wheelwright makes a chariot for a 
special purpose, so the worshipper iicrfoims worship in order to secure Indra s 

same idea, that of a reciprocation of benefits between the God and his 
devotee, is illustrated in all early forms of worship. 
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nature, the belief reacts on the feelings which contributed 
to produce it. Morality lends to the object of religious 
regard its most endearing attributes, and receives in return 
a sacred and venerable character, appealing especially to 
our feelings of reverence and awe. Many of the moral 
virtues have been thus transformed, acquiring thereby a 
different and a loftier character : chastity has become 
purity; patience resignation; and benevolence love. In 
short, virtue has become holiness, and vice sin. Nor has 
Religion simply transformed individual virtues ; it has 
altered and quickened the sense of moral obligation. It 
has supplied mankind not only with an ideal of excellence, 
but with a powerful motive of conduct, presenting it with an 
object of both fear and love. It has thus given rise to a far 
higher discipline : a discipline of the heart and affections, 
of the inner life. And, by so doing, it has produced in the 
past those saintly types of character which, in our present 
complex state of civilisation, it is indeed difficult to realise 
or understand, but impossible not to admire. When the 
causes which are accountable for the existing condition of 
religious anarchy have been counteracted by more har- 
monious views of nature and human life than are now 
prevalent, religion will doubtless reassert its influence, and 
the saintly types of former days will be reproduced, pro- 
bably in different, but not necessarily in inferior forms. 

By the gradual exaltation and purification of the Religious 
Feeling, the Moral Law was consecrated. It was regarded 
as the highest expression of the will of God respecting 
man, by cheerful obedience to which, in a spirit of love, he 
became like to his Maker. It has already been explained' 
how the inevitable Laws of the external universe supplied, 
as it were, the occasion for morality; the occasion for 
self-control and self-mastery, for industry and patience. 

* See Ch. I. pp. 28-33. 
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When these Laws are also regarded as the will of God, as 
the manifestation of God in the visible univense’, obedience 
becomes more easy and willing. The suffering caused by 
the inevitable Laws of Nature is more cheerfully and hope- 
fully borne ; and, at the same time, each man. recognising 
in his fellow-men the servants of a common Master, is the 
more ready to share their burdens and sustain their 
aspirations. 

The belief in an omnipresent God is calculated to act so 
powerfully on the imagination that it has been found, in 
some cases, to crush the sense of humanity, and to beget a 
spirit of servile obedience. Christianity, by introducing 
the worship of the human nature in Christ, has, to a great 
extent, obviated this danger. The belief that the divinity 
of Christ reveals itself particularly in his extreme humanity, 
in the depth of his sympathy with all human endeavour 
and human suffering, in his indignation against oppression 
of every kind and sympathy with all patient endurance of 
inevitable wrong, restores, while it indefinitely exalts, the 
idea of humanity. It thus becomes more than ever dear 
that the perfection of our human nature should be the 
great aim of religion. Philanthropy, while guided by such 
an ideal, admits of being almost indefinitely modified m 
accordance with the circumstances and knowledge of suc- 
cessive ages. In theocracies, where ever>' department of 
life was regulated by precepts which claimed divine origin 
and authority, progress was necessarily difficult, if not 
impossible, until reason had exercised its disintegrating 


» ‘ U't me tell you then why the creator crcalwJ and made the universe. He 
wa» good, and no goo-incss can ever have any jealousy of anytlung. Ami j>e*o£ 
free from jealousy, he desire*! that all things should « as 

possible. This is the true beginning of creation and of the worl , 

do well in Ulieving on the testimony of wise men : God dcsir c • 

things should be good and nothing bad in so far ^ this 

plished.’ Plato, TimxuB. ap 1^30 A, jowetfs Translation, and hA., Vol. HI. 

p. 613 . 
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influence. The follower of Christ enjoys all the freedom 
necessary to a progressive morality. The worship of 
Christ encourages the exercise of kindliness and public 
spirit, while, more than any other, it inculcates all the 
duties and observances necessary to self-perfection. 

Still, in the early ages of Christianity, the august cha- 
racter of Christ, an overpowering sense of His divinity, and 
the belief in the near advent of His kingdom, led His 
followers to concentrate their attention more on themselves 
than is now regarded as consistent with the perfection of 
the moral character. They thought more of subduing 
themsclve.s, of cultivating the inner life, than of overcoming 
the difficulties of their external position, as presented by 
nature and society, or of bringing their influence to bear on 
the world around them. Indeed the world and the church 
were pictured to the early Christian consciousness as in 
constant and irrcconcilcable antagonism. Consequently, 
the qualities chiefly esteemed, and afterwards idealised in 
Christian art, were of a passive rather than of an active 
character. This peculiarity was no doubt largely due to 
the political circumstances of the time. More favourable 
political conditions, admitting of more extended and more 
unrestrained individual action, combined with the belief, 
fostered by science, that it is in our own power to modify 
external circumstances and adapt them to our own pur- 
poses, have rendered, in more recent times, the union of a 
deeply religious temperament with a vigorous and enter- 
prising nature no longer an uncommon occurrence. Still 
the earlier type of the Christian character, consisting in a 
deep sense of personal morality and a searching spirit of 
self-discipline, has left traces on the Christian Church, and, 
through it, on modern society, which, whatever direction 
may be taken by the moral and religious developments of 
the future, can never be wholly obliterated. 
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Notwithstanding what has been said in this chapter of 
the importance to Morals of the Religious Feeling, it must 
be remarked that religious belief properly supplies motives, 
saticiiojis, and ideals, rather than rules of conduct. A 
religion may indeed emphasise certain virtues, as the 
religion of Mohammad brought into peculiar prominence 
the virtues of bravery, temperance, and alms-giving, or 
Christianity the virtues of love, patience, humility, and self- 
denial ; but it must appeal to sentiments already existing, 
or its precepts could neither be understood nor acted on. 
The rules of conduct, as we have seen, are supplied, at 
least in their incipient form, by the self-regarding and the 
social propensities, co-ordinated and controlled by the 
Reason. And to act in conformity with these rules is the 
most acceptable sacrifice which we can offer to the Author 
of our nature. ‘ Will the Lord be pleased with thousands 
of ram-s, or with ten thousands of rivers of oil ? . . . What 
doth the Lord require of thee, but to do justly, and to love 
mercy, and to walk humbly with thy God?’' We shew 
our love to God and discharge our duty to Him chicfiy by 
the fulfilment of all positive obligations ; by seeking to 
perfect ourselves and to promote the well-being of others. 
God requires no help from us. and we can best shew our 
gratitude to Him by assisting those of His creatures whom 
He has made dependent on us (surely the most divine of 
all human offices), and by developing those capacities of 
our nature which we believe to be most akin to the nature 

of God Himself. 


Just because the religious sentiment is so powerful to 
influence the moral character, it requires to be carefu y 
watched and directed. It may otherw.se weaken and even 
destroy all other principles of action, instead of elevating 

‘ Micah vi. 7. 8 * 
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and ennobling them. This effect may be, and often has 
been, exhibited in various forms. 

1. The religious feeling may weaken the sense of self- 
reliance. Men, instead of attempting to exert themselves, 
have often prayed to be relieved from evils which their 
own energy could easily have removed ; or acquiesced in 
calamitous circumstances, without a thought of amelio- 
rating them, under the belief that they were imposed by 
the unalterable fiat of God. This has especially been the 
case in the fatalistic religions of the East. So far is this 
temper carried in Mohammadan countries, that the people 
will often neglect to restore mosques and other public 
buildings, on the plea that Allah will know how to take 
care of his own. 

2. It has tended to weaken the character by begetting 
an excessive habit of self-examination and self-introspec- 
tion. This morbid habit by concentrating attention too 
much on ourselves often leads us to neglect our plainest 
duties to others. A fearless and unquestioning belief, on 
the other hapd, that we please God by the discharge of our 
external duties tends, in an especial degree, to strengthen 
and devclope the character. 

3. It has produced various forms of false asceticism — 
mutilating human nature, curtailing human happiness, and 
leading men to neglect their social duties in a visionary 
pursuit of individual sanctity. Men have thought to exalt 
God by cherishing degrading views of human nature and 
by regarding every natural and human impulse as base, 
and wicked in His sight. All confidence in themselves 
has thus been destroyed, and they have often actually 
become the abject creatures which they began by imagining 
themselves to be. 

4. It tends to generate fanaticism, with all its train of 
evil dispositions — intolerance, spiritual pride, cruelty, and 
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inhumanity. Of all the agents which have been effective 
in producing human misery, Fanaticism, perhaps, ranks 
first. ‘ Fanaticism,’ says Bentham, ‘ never sleeps : it is 
never glutted : it is never stopped by philanthropy ; for it 
makes a merit of trampling on philanthropy; it is never 
stopped by conscience ; for it has pressed conscience into 
its service. Avarice, lust, and vengeance, have piety, 
benevolence, honour ; fanaticism has nothing to oppose 
it>.' 

The evils resulting from fanaticism as well as from the 
other perversions of the Religious Feeling arc sufficient to 
shew the desirability of having some neutral term whereby 
to designate the motive which gives birth to what may be 
called ‘ religious acts.’ But no such term exists. Hence, 
when it is said that an act is done from religious motives, 
there is always a prejudice in favour of it. And still, as 
already remarked, many of the crudest, most unjust, and 
most inhuman acts which history records have sprung from 
a mistaken zeal for the glory of God. In such cases, it 
will almost invariably be found that men have supposed 
themselves or their associates to possess some special 
means of ascertaining the Divine Will. But, on the other 
hand, reflexion teaches us that ordinary men can only 
know the mind of God by the exercise of their ordinary 
powers. When we speak of the will of God we usually 
mean the presumptive will of God. The contrary belief 
tends, in ordinary times, to set men above the Moral Law. 
and has at all periods given rise to innumerable follies and 
crimes. We should be well assured of our mission before 
we undertake to avenge the cause of God on His supposed 
enemies. We best serve Him by obedience to the plain 
dictates of morality, and by faith in that moral order by 
which we conceive that He Himself governs the world. 

» Principles of Morals and Lcgislntion. Ch. i s. $ H 
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One of the main preservatives against the dangers just 
described is to be found in a free and independent study 
of Moral Philosophy. An exact knowledge of human 
nature acquired by all the means we have of approaching 
it, biological, psychological and historical, and of the re- 
lation of man to the medium, both physical and social, in 
which he moves, has always been found to be the most 
effective dissolvent of superstition and fanaticism. 

But it may be said that the Will of God is revealed in 
the Scriptures, and that, to those who accept such a Reve- 
lation, it alone is competent to provide a sufficient rule of 
conduct. This position has already been discussed \ but 
it may here be added that, even on the supposition that 
Scripture affords the sole and sufficient guide of life, it 
requires interpretation, and that the interpretation of 
Scripture requires qualities of mind and a preparatory 
discipline similar to those which are required for the in- 
terpretation of nature, history, or secular literature. For 
the interpretation of those parts of Scripture which relate 
to the moral and spiritual life and the range of social 
duties, we need not only an accurate knowledge of the 
original languages and of the places, people, times, and 
circumstances to which they have special reference, in 
order to appreciate their real force and bearing, but also a 
general moral enlightenment, which can only be acquired 
by a general development of the understanding and by 
free and independent moral enquiry. The precepts of the 
Gospels have often been handled by earnest men, whose 
applications 'of them shewed that they knew little or 
nothing of their spiritual meaning. A knowledge of that 
meaning, in the present day, can only be acquired in- 
dependently (for we are, of course, not here speaking of 
the great mass of mankind, who, in matters of religion 

* See Part I, Ch. i. 
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and morals, quite rightly follow the judgment of those in 
whom they have reason to feel confidence) by men who have 
learnt freely to investigate nature and tradition, and who 
have already exercised their critical faculties in the study 
of subjects which they do not regard as peculiarly sacred. 

But whence, it may be asked, this difficulty, and why 
was it not guarded against? At the periods when great 
moral principles were first ushered into the world, or first 
distinctly formulated, any attempt to qualify their meaning 
or limit their application would have defeated the aims of 
the teacher. The analytical questions on which the scien- 
tific moralist insists ‘What is Virtue,’ ‘What is Justice,’ 
and the like, would have seemed cold and formal to those 
whose hearts were first stirred by the burning words : 
‘Sell all that thou hast, and give to the poor;’ ‘If thy 
right eye offend thee, pluck it out, and cast it from thee ; ’ 
• Take up thy cross, and follow me.’ Periods of moral 
inspiration, such as those which followed the spread of 
Christianity, when great principles first kindle the ima- 
gination and the feelings, differ in a remarkable manner 
from those periods of reflexion (which arc equally essential) 
when the Moral Philosopher or the Religious Teacher is 
employed in explaining the principles or in qualifying and 
limiting them. Many of the moral precepts of the Gospels 
now require careful consideration and much qualification, 
before we can apply them in practice and adapt them to the 
complex exigencies of modern life. Hence, even for those 
who accept the teaching of the New Testament as a 
complete and infallible guide of life, there is need of an 
independent science of Morals to interpret, to adapt, and 
to apply those pregnant principles which Christianity has 
presented only in their broader outlines and, for the most 
part, expressed only in general terms. Religion may 
supply the purest motives, the most effective sanctions, and 

A a 
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the loftiest ideals, or even dictate the ultimate maxims, of 
right conduct, but for precise definitions and the detcr- 
mhiation of special cases we must have recourse to the 

Science of Ethics. 

It remains now only to speak of the religious sanctions, 
and their relation to one another as well as to the other 
sanctions of conduct. At the earliest period, men must 
have regarded the objects of their worship as capable of 
influencing their destiny, and it was probably solely with 
the view of conciliating the good will or averting the ill 
will of their Gods that they addressed themselves to them. 
In Fctichistic worship, there seems to be no such clement 
as sympathy or reciprocation of feelings. The worshipper 
offers a bribe in the shape of something pleasing to the 
object of adoration, and it, in turn, accords its assistance 
or neutrality. Thus far, we can detect no moral element, 
and, consequently, no sanction of conduct properly so 
called. But ancestor-worship, whenever it appeared, must 
quickly have elicited feelings of a different type from those 
attaching to this purely commercial transaction. Men, 
even in our own days, seek to rival the deeds of their 
ancestors, impelled solely by force of example, love of 
emulation, or family pride. But, when it was supposed 
that the ancestor was conscious of the imitation, that he 
would derive pleasure from it, and that he could ratify his 
approval by material assistance, there existed far stronger 
motives than now to imitate his actions or reproduce his 
character. It could not but occur to the worshipper that 
the favour of the Ancestor-God might be conciliated, or 
his wrath averted, not only by sacrifices and offerings and 
prayers, but also by the performance of acts agreeable to 
him or the cultivation of dispositions similar to his own*. 

' At this early stage of society, it need hardly be said that such deeds would 
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Thus, there is introduced, if it may be allowed to u.se the 
expression of these early forms of worship, a divine sanc- 
tion of conduct. And it is not unreasonable to suppo.se 
that the descendant would be animated not only by a 
desire to obtain the material assistance of his ancestor, but 
also by a real sympathy with him and a genuine admiration 
for his deeds and character. In that case, we have already, 
in broad outline, the two forms which the religious sanction 
assumes — the prospect of material reward or punishment 
and some feeling towards the object of worship, be it love, 
reverence, or admiration, which inspires us with the desire 
to do what such object of our worship is likely to approve 
and refrain from what it is likely to disapprove. The 
material rewards and punishments may be conceived of as 
pertaining either to the present or the future life, whether 
the latter be regarded as a .series of transmigrations on 
earth or a definite abode in the .separate region of heaven 
or help. It is, liowcver, characteristic of the earlier .stages 
of religious belief that it lays far more stress on the Divine 
interference in the present life than on the apportionment 
of our lots in the future^ The Gods, according to this 
simple view, arc prompt paymasters, not deferring their 
rewards or punishments, but affording instant and signal 
examples of their pleasure or displeasure. It would seem 

gencraJly be acls of valour, and the corTcsj»oD<ling dispositions, d.iring and 
bravery. 

• In the myth of lir at the end of the Republic, I’lato curiously combines 
both these theories of the future life. 

» ‘There arc,’ says Sir A. C. l.yall (Asiatic Kcscarchcs, ch. 3). * l»c.avcns 
and bells in Indian theologies ; but it is rcmark.tblc lh.il a doctrine which 
in highly civilised religions is usually fcgardc<l as the most important, and is 
certainly the most impressive upon the masses, u, in primitive religions, of 
comparatively insignificant effect, and appears to make no such mark upon 
popular Imagination as to influence conduct in evcry*day life. The reason 
may be th.at the Indians, as a mass, still consider religion as the supreme 
authority which administers their worldly affairs, and not os an instnimcnt for 
the promotion of moral behaviour.* 


A a 2 
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as if it were only when men cannot, even on the hypothesis 
of secret sin or ancestral taint, satisfactorily reconcile the 
ways of God with man, while they confine their views to 
this present life, that the ethical significance of a future 
state, as a place of reward and punishment, is fully re- 
cognised’. It is then that the prospect of the joys of 
heaven, regarded as the compensation for the unmerited 
sufferings of this present life, becomes a source of such 
intense consolation to the weary soul, conscious or hopeful 
of the Divine favour ; or, on the other hand, that the pro- 
•spect of the torments of hell offers so strong a deterrent to 
the sinner, however prosperous he may be in his outward 
career and however little he may fear the detection of his 
fellows. And here it is curious to remark how much more 
vividly the popular imagination seems always to have 
realised the pains of hell than the joys of heaven. In the 
Koran, the threats of ‘ the fierce torment ’ form a perpetual 
refrain. The Inferno has been far more frequently read 
than the Paradiso. The preacher who would stir the 
masses appeals to their fears rather than to their hopes, 
and the careless or hardened sinner is, doubtless, more 
commonly aroused by a keen sense of the perils which he 
is incurring than by softer influences, religious or moral. 

Of the powerful effects exerted by what may be called 
the lower religions sanction, in both its forms, and especially 
when it is presented to men of vivid imagination in the 
shape of the joys and torments of a future life, there can 
be no doubt. To such men it may be, and often is, a far 

' So far as we c.in speak with any confidence of primteval beliefs, it wonld 
appear ns if the earliest theory of a future state simply took the form of a con- 
tinuance of life, wlielher the dead were regarded as ghosts hovering about their 
former abodes, or migrating into other bodies, or living in a separate spirit- 
world. The fuUy-devclopetl idea of the future life being a retribution for deeds 
done in the flesh is apparently of much later formation, though some vague 
notion of the kind would probably attach itself slowly and imperceptibly to the 
other belief. See Tylor’s Primitive Culture, ch. 13. 
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more effective deterrent from sin than any other sanction. 
Xot only arc its pleasures and pains pictured as far more 
intense in degree and extended in duration, but He who 
administers this system of rewards and punishments has 
an eye which no thought, word, or act of ours can escape, 
a will which no device can circumvent, ahd a power which 
no force can resist. It is thus, to those who unques- 
tioningly accept and vividly realise it. at once more serious 
in its effects and more far-reaching m its scope than eithci 
the legal or the social sanction. And yet, as I have said 
elsewhere', it is plainly the same in kind "'“h '■'S"' 

sanction. Though the Judge is God ' 

prospective pleasures and pains are mfimtely greate 
h, duration and intensity, and though the scene 
them is a future state of existence, the mot.ves are pre- 
cisely the same, namely, the desire to avoid punishment 
to obtain reward. Nor, invaluable or even indispens 
able as this sanction may be in reference to minds of a 
certain cla.ss, can I see that acts or dispositions dctcrminec 
by it to the side of virtue are any more '"""torious than 

those similarly determined by the legal 

Tt has indeed been maintained that tne a 

It nas mute separation from 

rnn^ists solely or mainly m the lear oi ^ p 

veneration towards God, as ^-t 

Guide, the Being - ^ „,vard or punish- 

ircrnsTo::; en^rinto the motive, thus explained, 

I progTCstive Morality, ch. i- 
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it still Attaches itself to the lower religious sanction ; but, 
so far as the feeling is simply one of yearning for com- 
munion with God, or dread of separation from His spirit 
or presence, it attaches itself to the higher religious 
sanction, now to be considered. 

Hy the higher religious sanction I mean, as I have said 
elsewhere’, ' the love of God, and that veneration for His 
nature which irresistibly inspires the effort to imitate His 
perfections.’ In actual operation, the influences of the 
two sanctions may be. and, indeed, frequently arc com- 
bined, but, in their origin and nature, they seem to be 
perfectly distinct. ‘ The higher religious sanction appeals 

to a totally different class of motives from the lower, the 

motives of love and reverence rather than of hope and 
fear. In this higher frame of mind, we keep God’s 
commandments, because we love Him, not because we 
hope for His rewards or fear His punishments 2. We 
reverence God, and. therefore, we strive to be like Him, 
to be perfect even as He is perfect. We have attained to 
that state of mind in which perfect love has cast out fear, 
and, hence, we simply do good and act righteously because 
God, who is the supreme object of our love and the 
supreme ideal of conduct, is good and righteous. There 
can be no question that, in this case, the motives are far 
loftier and purer than in the case of the legal and the 
lower religious sanctions. But there arc few men, prob- 


‘ Profjressivc Morality, eh. i. It must, of course, be borne in mind that I am 
speaking here of the higher religious sanction, only as it exUts in highly 
developed religions, .and specially in Christianity. In lower forms of religion, 
and even by many individuals in the more advanced forms, the acts and disl 
positions which are supposed to approve themselves to the Deity are often by 
no me.ans, what we should call moral. 

•’■‘“'■'S':':.’ s»)’s the Talmud. ‘ is he who does the will 
of the l ather, because he lov.s Him.' I am iudebted, for this quotation, 
to Professor S.dgxviek s recently published work, the History of Ethics, p. 
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ably capable of these exalted feelings, and, therefore, for 
the great mass of mankind, the external inducements to 
right conduct must, probably, continue to be sought m the 
coarser motives. It may be mentioned, in this connexion, 
that there is a clo.se affinit)' betu een the higher religious 
sanction and that form of the .social .sanction tvliich 
operates through respect for the good opinions of those of 
our fellow-men whom we love, reverence, or admire : 
though it should be added that, in persons of a truly 
rehgfous temperament, the latter is vastly inferior m 

degree of its intensity. 

,t will be seen, on a little renexion. that, however in- 
dispensable may be the other sanctions for the 
of rirrht conduct in the case of the mass of mankind, the 
moral and the higher religious sanctions 

be sufficient in ‘';;^;'^;°;^‘;;;‘"l,''jrdesire to do what 

;:Srara\vil.lfficient^^U^^^^^^^^^^ 

be said of the man inspired with 

regarded as a holy, just^ancl ijeally 

precisely because no man is idea) 

religious, and so few even j. , us, the 

dard. that, in the Case even o many of 

laws and opinions of our c ow ^ust be 

a restraint on wrong con uc . . jimetion, and in 

acknowledged, they act m the opi ^ 
no case ought they to be^alffiw.d to^over n 

and religious sanctions , . ’ ^ ^ n^ost men indis- 

are to almost all men serviceable, and to m 

pensable, allies. ^ ^ js that, 

Two remarks may here be made. The 
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whereas the physical \ legal, and social sanctions attach 
only to certain departments of conduct, leaving others 
entirely unaffected, the moral sanction and the religious 
sanction, in both its forms, embrace everything that we 
can do or say or think. The second remark is that, while 
the idea of God’s perfection, which is essential to the 
higher religious sanction in the sense in which the phrase 
is here employed, implies the moral idea of goodness, that 
idea, on the other hand, docs not necessarily imply the 
religious idea of a God ; though its development in the 
human mind undoubtedly furnishes a powerful argument 
foi the existence of an intelligent ]?cing by whose pro- 
vident designs the world of matter and mind has been 
ordered. Hence, it will be seen, arises an irrefragable 
proof of the importance of an independent study of Moral 
Philosophy. How are wc to know that God is good, 
unless wc know what goodness is, and, unless wc are 
assured of God’s goodness, how can the desire to imitate 
Him be an incentive to right conduct? 

But, though the moral sanction is, in itself, adequate to 
enforce the whole range of right conduct, I cannot doubt 
that its action is greatly, often indefinitely, promoted by 
the belief that such conduct will be acceptable to an ideal 
Being, who is Himself its perfect embodiment. The 
personal feelings of love and veneration, and that towards 
the highest conceivable object of regard, are thus blended 
wiUi the feeling which has rectitude, as such, for its proper 
object; and the disposition formed by this combination of 
feelings may well be conceived to have attained the 

deepest spirituality and the utmost ethical exaltation of 
which human nature is capable. 


.1 snnction, I meaa those bodily pains and pleasures which 

directly, and without the intervention of any other person, result from a given 
course of conduct : as. for example, a headache after a night’s debauch or a 
vigorous constitution as the effect of wholesome living. 
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42; 99; 112, 113; *5^1 *59i 

172 ; 178, 179. 

Effojt, capacity of continuuu::, 27, aS. 
Egotism, 65. 

Emulation, 120, 121. 

Ends sind Means, 276-281. 

Energy, a6, 27. 

— , excessive, 26. 
h$wuip 26. 

En\7, 116, 119; 179, 

distinguished from Jealousy, 119, 
120. 

117. 

Esprit de Corps, 177. 

Ethical End, see Terms. 

Ethics and Jurisprudence, respective 
provinces of, 146-159. 

Exccllcncci Love of, 17; 21 ; 47. 
Extravagance, 59. 

Faintheartedness. 24. 

Fame, Love of, 13- 
Family relations and the correspond- 
ing feelings, 74*7^ » 80-91. 
Family Pride, 88, 89 ; 91. 

Fanaticism, religious and political, 

91,9^1 350-35*' 

Fatalism distinct from Determinism, 

338' 
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^a^vcctt» Professor, referred to, 38. 

Fellow-Feeling, 67 ; 76 ; 94. 

Fetichistic worship, 541, 343 ; 354. 

Motion, objection to works of. 
answered. 79. 

Foolhardiness, J4. 

!• orethought, evils of defective, 50-59. 

Fortitude, 24, 25. 

Friendliness. 101. 

Friendship, 83, 84 ; 98. 

Frugality, 49. 

I'ury, 113, 1 14. 

Fussiness, 26. 

Ciencralisation of Moral Acts, 244- 
24^; 256. 

(Generosity, 95 ; 188; 192. 

(.ieniality. 100. 

Gluttony, 22. 

Good, lower and higher, or greater 
and lesser, conflict between, 183- 
194. 

. vagueness of the expressions, 
190, 

(.'Ood, meaning of, as applied to an 
organic being, and specially to 
man, 263, 264. 

Good, Right, and 1 ‘lcasiirc, their rela- 
tions to one another, 262-268. 

tiood and Kvil, to be employed rather 
titan Pleasure and Pain, to desig- 
nate the measures of our actions. 
266, 267. 

Good-Will, 95. 

Gratitude, 98. 

Greediness, 22. 

Greeks, their Love of Truth, 45 ; 320- 
221. 

— . respective stages of regulated and 
unregulated revenge amongst, 
125-127. 

. characteristics of their early codes 

233. 

— , their low estimate of Veracity, 
219-220, 

Grote, referred to, 136, 127 ; 133. 

Habits, the objects of moral appro- 
bation, 189. 

Hallam, quoted, on the Chivalric 
Ideal, 317-319. 


I Hamilton. Sir W.. on Liberty and 
I Necessity, 326. 

, Happiness, sometimes employed to 
j designate the ultimate end of 

action, 234, 235. 

— , meaning of the word, 266, 267. 

Hartley, quoted with reference to the 
formation of the Love ofWealth, 
18-20. 

— , his theory' on the nature and origin 
of the Sympathetic Feelings, 72. 

— , quoted on the authority of the 
Conscience or Moral Sense, 223. 

Haired, 1 16. 

Health, Love of, 59. 

Heaven and Hell, 355, 356. 

Historical sense, 200. 

Hobbes, referred to in connexion with 


uic aen-Kegarumg feelings, 6. 

, in connexion with the nature 

and origin of the Sympathetic 
Feelings, 70-72. 

, on the Supremacy of Law, 1 55 j 

*. 58 . 


, in connexion with Freedom 

and Necessity, 308, 309, 

Honour, Laws or Codes of, 174-178. 

Hospitality, 43. 

Humanity, Sympathy the special 
attribute of, 67. 

Humanity, as opposed to Cruelty, 
85, 86 : 100. 

— , extended to the lower animals, 86. 

Hume, on Liberty and Necessity, 309. 

Hurt distinguished from Injury, 106, 
107. 

Hutcheson, referred to, 4 ; 280. 


Icelandic tribes, custom of composi- 
tion for wrongs amongst, 1 27-1 29. 

Idealism in Morals, 388-298 { 300. 

Ideals, process by which they are 
arrived at, 290-293. 

Ideals, Moral, 288-298 ; 300. 

— of Evil, 297. 

Idleness, 26. 

Imagination, the office of in Morals, 
286-300. 

— , distinction between Simple and 
Complex, 386-388. 
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Imaginative clement in Sympathy. 
76-^0 : 91. 

Love of Fame. 167, i6S. 

Impertinence, 141. 

Imi^rtinent questions, 160. 
Independence, Love of, 16 ; 47. 
Indifference. 44 ; 46; 103,104. 
Indifference to Poblic Opinion, 25. 
Indignatioiiagainst undeserved success, 
118, 119. 

Indolence, 26. 

Industrial Life, certain oils of, and 
their remetUes. 41. 42. 

Industrial Virtues, 32-42. 

, their origin, 32, 33* 

, their relation to law, 33. 

, their tendency to increase in 

importance, as society advances, 
42- 

Industry, 26-28. 

Injury alone the proper object of Re- 
sentment, 107, 108: 115, 116. 

— defined, 137. 

distinguished from Hurt, 106, 107. 

— , civil, defincil, 145. 

Inquisitiveness, 44. 

Instinct, 276. 

Instincts, primary, 10 ; 21. 
Intemperance, 22. 

Intention, defined, 195. 

Interference, impertinent, 102; 141. 

Jealousy, 118-120; 179. 

, distinguished from Ea^'y, 1 19» • 20. 

Juridical Moralists, 158. 

Jurisprudence and Ethics, respective 
provinces of, 146-159. 

Justice, contrasted with Mercy, 97- 
^ sense of, grows out of Resentment, 

136. 

j idea of defined, 13^* •4®- 

is negative Benevolence, 140. 

Justinian referred to, 145 - 

Kant, rcfcrrc<l to, on Mercy, 96. 

, on the origin of moral concep- 
tions, 226, 227. 

, on his ‘Categorical Impcm- 

Uve,' 244; 321. 

^ on the question of Freedom 

and Necessity, 3*7-32^! 3*9' 


Kindness. 97. 

King, Archbishop, on Liberty and 
Necessity, 3®9-.3» •- 
Knowledge, Love of, 11-13; 21 ; 44, 

4.^- 

Koran, The, 5.56. 

Labour, questions connected with, 34- 
42. 

Labour and Capital, supposed anta- 
gonism between, 37-42. 

Law, origin of, 136 ; 156, 157. 

— , its relation to idea of Justice, 1.36- 
140. 

— , defined, 146. 

— , its relations to Morality, 146-159 ; 
179. 

— , anil morality, reciprocal influence 
of the two, 156-159- 
— , positive, 147 ; 155- 
— , customary. 147- 
— , distinguished from Custom, 147. 
148 ; 179. 

— , olx-dience to, with certain rare 
exceptions, a moral duly,l54 -156. 
— , conflict of with morality, 155, 156. 
— , municipal, 155. 

— , not distinguishctl from custom 
and morality, in early times, 172. 

>73- 

— , of Honour, 174-178. 

, a corrective of the social standard, 

179. 

, ils cognisance of motives, 197- 

, moral, expression iioticctl, 138; 

147 ; 

Laziness, 26. 

Legislation, limits to, 148-153. 
Legislator, the. employs punishtuems, 
not rewards, 1 44. 

Leibnitz, on Liberty and Necessity, 
3>».3>2- 

Lewes, G. H., referrcrl to, 290. 
Liberty. Love of, i3->6 ! 21 ; 47- 
LilKrty and Necessity, brief history of 
the controversy on, 3®3“3.^*‘ 

^ opposing arguments on, 3*5'“3*7 ► 

333-3.37- 

j unimportance of question as 

bearing on actual conduct, 3®^ • 

33* 5 337-339- 
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Life. Love of, lo ; 23, 24. 

I-ockc’s chapter on Power, 309. 

I.ovc, gS. 

Loyally, 102. 

Lubbock, Sir J., referred to, 21 ; 89 : 

'25; '29-13.1: 212. 

Lust, 2 2. 

Lyall, Sir A. C.. quoted, 341, 342 ; 


M'Lcniian, Mr., referred to, 
80 : 212. 


74 . 75 ; 


Maine, Sir IL, referred to, 21; 74; 
: 88; 142, 3; 147. 

M.alcvolence, oris-inally no such thiny 
as disintcr.-sted, 1 12. 

^falice, 1 16 : 1 19. 

M.anifcst and iion*manlfc5l thieves, 
MI. M2. 

M-iiria-^c customs, variety of, 212. 
Maxims Moral, 28S; 292-294; ^53 
.I.M. 

Mc.anness, 49. 

Mciidlesoincness, 26 ; 102. 

Mercy, 9.«;-97. 

— contr.iste<l with Justice, 97. 

Mill, J. S.. referred to. on distinction 
between spasmodic and habitual 
cncrjjy. 27, 28. 

on Co operation, 34. 
on relations of labour and capital, 
37 . 38 - 

— on saving .and spending money, 

48. 

— on defective desire of accumulation, 

50 59. 

— on duties of perfect and imperfect 

obligation, 142. 

— on Liberty and Necessity, 326- 

328. 

Mis.anthropy, too; 117. 

Moham.nadanism,349,330; 356. 

Money. Love of. See Wealth. Love 
of* 


on saving and spending, 48-59. 

Monogamy, 23 ; 89. 

Moral Approbation and Disapproba 
tJon, 180-224. 

— — ch.aractcristics of thos. 
actions or qualities which elici 
the feelings of, 181-1945 303. 


Moral Approbation and Disapproba- 
tion, analysis of the entire process 
of, 1 9$ -204. 

, analysis of the ullimate feelings 

of, 202-204. 

» .applied to Self, an argument 
for the Freedom of the Will, 

3 .i 6 . 

^^oral Beauty, 298-300. 

Moral Faculty, iSo-224. 

, how it came to be regarded 

as an origin.il aptitude, 207, 
20S. 

, both rational and emotional. 

20S. 


. lus lunctions, 221-224. 

Moral LleaU, 288-298 5 3S0. 

Maxims, 288; 292-291; te* ac. 

Moral Ihilosopher, the functions of 
the. 241, 242. 

Moral Philosophy, comparison of its 
speculative and practical alms, 

294-297- 


, a dissolvent of Superstition and 
Fanalitism, 352. 

Moral Progress, conscious and semi- 
conscious elements in, 2 28- 
244 - 

Moral Sense, expression, compared 
With conscience, 322. 

. Its functions, authority, and 
attributes. 221-224. 

Moral Sentiment, ambiguity of ex- 
pression, 209. 

^. distinguished in this work from 
i'loral Sentiments,’ 209. 

’ '’yi^ition of the, illustrated and 
explained, 208-221; 327-226* 
240-244; 248. ' 

, of Savages, 210-316. 

Morality, defined, 146. 

— , origin of, 283. 

— , various relations of to Law, 146- 

159- ^ 


. IMW , 155, 156. 

, and Law, reciprocal influence of 
the two, 156-159. 

probably not distinguished from 
1 -aw and Custom, in primiUre 
society. 172, 173. 

— , gradual growth of, 229-244. 



INDEX. 


Morality, semi conscious growth of, 
238-240. 

— . See also Rectitude. 

Moroseness, 1 15. 

Motives. Their moral character, 2-4- 
— , distinguished from rules, 136. 

— , conJlicl of, a precedent condition 
ol those acts which elicit a dis- 
tinctively moral feeling, 182-194 • 
201. 

— , their importance as compared with 
that of re^uhs. in estimating the 
character of an action, 194-198. 
— , ambiguity of the word, 195. 

— , mixed, 197. 

Neutral Terms, importance of, 3, 4 ; 
35 

Neutral zone of acts, 192, 193. 
Notoriety, Love of, 168, 169. 

Obeilience, 30-32. 

Obligation, duties of perfect and im- 
perfect, 141, 142. 

— p original meaning of word, 142, 
143. Cp. 260. 

— , present meaning of, 260. 

— p moral, 143, 144; 260-262. 
Obstinacy, 3<^3- 
Occupation, Love of, 11 ; 26. 

Ought, meaning of word, 360. 
Ovcfbcaringncss, 47. 

Paley, refciTC<l to, 30 ; 345. 

Party- zeal, 99, 100. 

Passion, 113-* *5* 

Patience, 36 ; 28, 29. 

— compared with Courage# 28. 

distinguished from its spurious 

forms, 29. 

asenjoincdintheNcwTestamcnt,39. 

Patria Potestas, 88. 

Patriotism, 83 ; 99, 100. 

Patronage, 186, 187. 

Peevishness, 114, 115* 

Penuriousness, 49. 

Perfection of character, sometimes 
employed to designate the ulti- 
mate end of actioD, 234 p ^35* 
Cp. 268. 

Perseverance, 26; 28. 


367 

Persians, their high estimate of 
Veracity, 219. 

Philanthropy, 84. 85 ; 100. 

Philemon quoted, 85. 

Pity, 94. 95. 

Plato, referred to, $5 ; 139; 220,221; 
241 : 29S ; 304-305 ; 343 ; .^47 i 
355* 

Pleasure, ambiguity of the word in its 
relation to Good, 266. 

— , its relation to desire, 2^0-272. 
Pleasure, Right, and Good, their rcla-*' 
lions to one another, 262-268. 
Pleasure and P.ain, signs of Good and 
Evil, 204-266. 

Ple.asuics, do they differ in kind ? 36s- 
370. 

— , incommensurability of, 269. 
Polygamy, 89, 

Poor Laws, Iniurious cITects of, 59. 
Population, stimulated by industrial 
co-operation, .^i. 

Power, Love of, 13^*5 , 21. 

— , Sense of. 17 ; 47. 

Praise and blame, 190. 

Pride, 43, 43; *79- 
— , dislip^guishcd from Vanity, 42, 43. 
Primary instincts, feelings, or des)ircs, 
10, 2 1 : 21. 

Principles (Original) of our Nature. 

their moral cliaractcr, 3-4. 

Private Property, 20, 21. 

Prodigality, 59. 

Properly, Private, 30, 21. 

Prudence, 62. 

— , Wesley’s saying about, 62. 
Psychological Moralists, 15^- 
Public Opinion, Indifference to, 25. 
Punishment, severity of in early codes, 

*34- 

— , different objects of, I33”*3.^* 

— , justice of, 328. 

Pusillanimity, 23, 24. 

Rage, 113* *M- 
Rashness, 24. 

Rational and Emotional tIemenU in 
action, diOiculty of distinguishing 
between In actual cases, 284, 285# 
Rationalisation of the Feelings, 284# 
383. 
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Ucnson. in its relation to Morals, 274- 
285. 

— , <lifft.Tent meanings of the wonl. 
2"4> 2/5- 

— , its share in determining conduct, 
_2r5-2Sj ; 284, 285. 
in the moral and intellectual 
spheres, compared, 284. 

— its action in co-or<iinating the feel- 
ings, 60, 61; 89-93; 122-124; 
2X1-2S5. 

Reasonable, meaning of, as applied to 
actions, 2.S0, 2S1. 

Rectitude. 181 ; 194; 204; 225-273. 
— . Is the idea simple or complex ? 
225-236. 

— , Gradual growth of the notion, 
229-236. 

— , how it came to be rcgarde<l .as a 
■ simple idea,’ 235. 236. 

Reflex Feelings, 202, 203. 

Regard, 98. 

Rejoicing with others, 94. 

Religious duties have almost ceased 
to be the subject of legislation, 
i.SO, 151. 

Religions, early, ch.aractcrislics of, 
34'. .342 : 343- 

— , later, characteristics of, 342, 343. 
Religious Feeling, on the, 340-360. 

— , a characteristic of. 342. 

— . definition of, 342, 343. 

— , necessity of. 343. 

— , its relation to Morals, 343-354. 

, supplies motives, sanctions, and 
ideals, 349. 

— , its perversions, 349-352. 
Reputation, Love of, 13; 166-16S. 
Resentful Feelings, 105-162; 232. 
Resentment, 87; 90; 92; 103, 104: 

105-1.36. 

— , need of, 108-111 ; 135. 

— , origin of, in, 112. 

— , abuses of, 1 1 3-1 3 1 . 

— , Misplaced, 116. 

— , Undue, 1 16. 

— , enlightenment of, in the individual, 
121-124. 

, historically, 124-136. 

Resolution, 302. 

Respect, loi. 


' Results, their importance as compared 
witli that of motives, in estimat- 
ing the character of an action, 
194-198. 

— , necessity of considering, 199, 
200. 

— , proximate and remote, both to be 
tak..n account of, 248-257. 

Revenge, 1 16. 

— , unregulated, 124-126. 

— , regulated, 125-135. 

Reverence, 101, 102. 

Rewards, not employed by the legisla- 
tor. 144. 

Right, moral and legal, defined, 140, 
141. 

— . Sec also Rectitude. 

Right and Wrong, defined, 235. 

Right, Good, and I’lcasure, their re- 
lation to one another, 262-268. 

Rules, distinguished from Motives. 
1.36. 

— , their tendency to degenerate into 
Formalism, 241 ; 259, 260. Cp. 
177, 178. 

— , their relation to religious belief, 
349 


Sacrifice, always involve<l in those acts 
of which we morally approve, 
183-194. 

Sanctions of conduct, 144, 145; 151 . 

'5.3; i57-'59; 172-179; 220; 
223; 224; 350, 251 ; 260-262 ; 
356-360. 

» moral, legal, and social, pro- 
bably, in early times, identical, 

172-174. 

» Lower and Higher Religions, 
compared, 356-359. 

Scripture, qualities needed for the 
interpretation of, 352, 353. 
Self-Conscionsness, 65. 

Self-Control, 22. 

— , gradual growth of, 331-333. 
Self-Esteem, 65. 

Self-Introspection, 350. 

Self-Love, 59-64; 90. 

— , Rational, 60^4. 

Self-Preservation, to ; 23, 24. 
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SeIf-Rc{jar<Hng, employed rather than 
Selfish, to designate original 
Feelings, 

Self.Rc-garding p'cclings, i-66. 

essential to the welfare both of 

the individual and of society, 5— 

9; 25r-9- 

insufficient, in themselves, to 

secure happiness, 6-9. 

affect others as well as our- 
selves, 33 . 

■ — no complete cnouicration of, 
attempted, 59. 

Self-Respect, 43 ; 64-66. 

Self-Sacrifice, a proper object of Moral 
Approbation, 191, 192, 

Selfishness, 62. 

Semi-social Feelings, 163-179. 

, their origin, 163-166. 

, their various forms, 166-173. 

Seneca quoted, 84, 85. 

Sensibility, 95, 

Servility, 47. 

Shaftesbury, on the Analogy between 
Heauty and Morality, 398-399. 
Shame, 170, 171. 

— , False, 171, 173. 

Shamelessness, 35 ; 171. 

Sidgwick, Professor, referred to, 63 j 
a6o; 371 ; 328-33*. 

Sin, defined, 145. 

Skill, Pleasures of, 17 ; 31 ; 47. 

Slavery, 86; 97. 

Slavishncss, 47. 

Smith, Adam, quoted with reference to 
Sympathy, 77, 78. 

Smuggling, 154, 155; 179; 343. 
Sobriety, 33. 

Sociality or Sociability, 100. 

Society, the judgments of, their 
strength and weakness, 1 73, 

* 74 - 

Sovereignty, meaning of word, 146. 
Spencer, Herbert, referred to, 74 ; 379, 
380. 

Spite, 116. 

Stoic Philosophy, in relation to Philan- 
thropy, 84, 85. 

— — , in relation to Freedom and 
Necessity, 305-306; 329. 

Suicide, 39, 30; 150, 

B b 


\ Sympathetic Feelings, 67-104. 

> nature and origin of, 69-76. 

> gradual development of, 80-86. 

Syrnp.aihy, 66-69 : 94: 102; 104. 

— implies an imaginative clement, 
76-80; 91. 

— should include an active element, 
78-80. 

— three stages in a complete act of, 60. 

— obstacles to, 86-93. 

— its various forms, 93-102. 

— , Misplaced, 102; 198. 

— , i’erverted, 103; 198. 

Taxes, non-payment of, 134, 155; 

254-256. 

Tcmpcf.mcc, 32. 

Terms, which express the ethical end, 
undergo a constant process of 
expansion and rectification, 367, 
368. 

Theology, Ethics not dependent on, 
340 ; 353 . 3 .M \ 360. 

1 ribal relations and the corresponding 
feelings, 74-76; 80; 81-84. 

Truth, Love of, more common amongst 
the Creeks th.-m amongst our- 
selves, 45 ; 330 , 321 . 

Tucker, Abraham, referred to, 379; 
3 * 2 . 

Turner, Sharon’s, History of the 
Anglo-S.axons refened to, 1 30, 
Tylor, Dr., quoted or referred to, 73 ; 
311-216; 343; 344; 356. 

Unchastity, 33. 

Utilitarian writers, relation of this 
work to, 372, 373. 

Vanity, 42, 43 ; 179- 

— , distinguished from Pride, 42, 43. 
Vedas quoted, 345. 

Veneration, 101, 103. 

Veracity, distinguished from Love of 
Truth, 45 ; 220, 3ai, 

— , a branch of Justice, 159, 

— , duty of and limits to, discussed, 
159-163; 344-346. 

— , varying estimate of, 319-321. 

Virtue, used especially of Courage, 35, 
Volition, phenomena of, 302-303. 

See alto Will. 
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Volutitar)-, an essential element in the 
ideas of Rij'ht and Wrong, 235. 

War. moral lessons taught by, 36. 
Wealth, Love of, 10: 13, 14; 17-22; 
4r-59- 

Welfare or Well-being, why employed 
to designate the ultimalc end of 
action, 234, 235 ; 267. 

— , the general, growth of the idea, 
230-236. 

— — , explanation and limit.ations 

of the idea, 236-242. 

— — • Rules for determining, 242- 

260. 


Wergild of the Anglo-Saxons, 132, 

Wesley’s saying about Prudence, 62. 
Will, on the, 301-339. 

— , Freedom of the, 301. 

— , Is it a distinct part of human 
nature, 30J-303- 

— , different meanings of the word, 

.303 ; .331- 

— , Free, meaning of term, 303. 

— , Growth of the, 331-333- See also 
Liberty and Necessity. 

Wrath, 116. 

Wrong, defined, 137. 

Xenophon, referred to, 21. 


THE END. 
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Vol. I. Substantive lijiw. Svo. 305. 
Vol. II. Ailjective Law. 8vo. 35$, 
First arul Second Supplenients to 
the above, 1887-1891. 8vo, (> 9 ,(hI. 

S^'parately, Xo. 1, a^.Crf. ; No. 3, 45.6^. 

Twiss. The Law of I^atione 

reasiV/ered as Indcpcudcnt Political Coin* 
munitUs. By Sir Travers T\viss, 
D.C.L. Part L On the Piyhts and 
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